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ABSTRACT
Only 8% of American college students study a foreign language (Christian,
Johnson, Malone & Rifkin, 2003). Part of the reason stems from a decrease in foreign
language requirements from four to two years at many secondary scl~ools,thus reducing
the number of students exposed to foreign language learning (Brecht & Rivers, 2000;
Congressional Hearing Document, 2001). This creates a shortage of qualified human
resources proficient in a second language at a time when an influx of immigration and
globalization have created an increasing need to learn a foreign language (General
Accounting Office, 2002). Meeting the human capital foreign language deficit requires
substantial research to provide methods and techniques in teaching and producing a
foreign language proficient U.S. workforce (General Accounting Office, 2002).
Language-learning strategy use and motivation have been found to correlate
highly with language proficiency (Bremner, 1999; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997).
This study examined the relationship between language-learning strategies, motivation, and
expected course grades of English-speaking college students learning a romance language.
The entire accessible population of approximately 256 English-speaking college students
learning a romance language was invited to participate in a non-experimental, quantitative,
exploratory (correlational) and explanatory (comparative) study. The Strategy Inventory
for Language Learning (SILL) developed by Oxford (1990) was used to measure
frequency of student language-learning strategy use. The three subscales, Motivational
Intensity, Desire to Learn the Language, and Attitudes Toward Learning the Language,
developed by Gardner in 1985 measured students' Motivation. Cronbach's alphas were
used to provide estimates of reliability for each of the six individual language-learning

strategies and for the three motivation sub-scales. Results indicated that both the
Motivation (.94) and the SILL (.93) scales were reliable for measuring the motivation and

frequency of language-learning strategy use of respondents. Factor analysis were conducted
to test for the emergence of six factors and to establish construct validity for the SILL and
for the Motivation scales. The eigen value revealed 13 factors explaining 64.6% of the total
variance for the SILL and five factors for the Motivation scale which explained 40.1% of
the variance. Independent t-tests, ANOVA with LSD and Scheffe post hoc comparisons
were conducted to see if the frequency of language-learning strategies used differed
significantly according to the demographic characteristics, motivation, or languagelearning experiences of English-speaking college students learning a romance language.
Results of the I-test and ANOVA demonstrated that there were significant differences in
expected course grades according to gender @ = .03), age @ = ,011, college grade level O,
= .01),

and number of languages spoken ( j=~
.OO). Independent t-tests, and ANOVAs were

also conducted to test differences in language-learning strategies according to demographic
characteristics and language-learning experience. Gender proposed to have the most effect
on the difference in the frequency of use of almost all the language-learning strategies
except for Affective language-learning strategies. Multiple regression analyses with the
stepwise method was used to see if demographic characteristics, language-learning
experiences, and motivation, were significant explanatory variables of the frequency of use
of language-learning strategies used by English-speaking college students learning a
romance language. Motivational Intensity (t

=

6.45, p

=

.000, j? = .44) was the strongest

explanatory variable for the total SILL as well as for the breakdown of the subscales. The
results of the regression analysis for hypothesis one was partially supported because

Attitude Towards Learning the Language, years spent stz~dyinga language, Motivational
Intensity, grade level, and Affective Strategies were explanatory variables of expected
course grade, with Motivational Intensity (t = 3.89, p = ,000, /? = .32) as the most important
predictor. The analysis of individual language-learning strategies indicated Metacognitive
(t = 4.27, p = .000,

=

.45) and Affective (t = -4.52, p

=

.000, /? = -.34) strategies as being

significant predictors of expected course grade. The results of for Hypothesis two was
partially supported since the other strategies were not significant predictors of expected
course grade. Independent t-tests were conducted for hypothesis three testing to see if
women had significant higher frequencies of use of language-learning strategies than do
men. The results revealed that female respondents did have higher frequencies of use of
language-learning strategies than their male counterparts except for Compensation and
Affective strategies. Therefore, Hypothesis three was partially supported.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Introduction and Background

A review of the foreign language deficiency in the United States suggests the
need to create viable language programs in K-12 as well as in colleges and universities.
Governmental reports also provide data requesting for a stronger national language
program based on sound research, which requires ample funding and guidance by a
centralized office. A report by the General Accounting Office (GAO) (2002) reviewed
four agencies, which reported a total of nearly 20,000 staff employees in positions that
required some foreign language proficiency. These federal agencies use the foreign
language proficiency grading scale, established by the Federal Interagency Language
Roundtable, to rank an individual's language skills (GAO, 2002). The report revealed the
difficulty in obtaining proficient individuals at a "level 3" on the foreign language
proficiency grading scale (GAO, 2002). Obtaining a high level of proficiency in another
language is a necessity in order to meet the foreign language staffing shortage within
such agencies.
The GAO, along with other reports from the National Briefing on Language and
National Security (2002), UNESCO (2003), Conference on Global Challenges, and U.S.
Higher Education, Duke University (2003), emphasizes the need to develop high level
language skills, especially in Less Commonly Taught L,anguages (LCTL) such as Arabic,
Chinese, Korean, Russian, Persian-Farsi and other LCTLs. The key to reaching high
levels of proficiency in LCTLs, and other languages, is to set aside time and contact
hours to reach the desired level of proficiency. The reports demonstrate the number of

contact hours needed to achieve proficiency at a high "level 3" in a foreign language. In
high schools, and some universities, students were offered three contact hours per week,
which added up to 180 contact hours of instruction over two years (Malone, Rifiin,
Christian, & Johnson, 2003). Omaggio-Hadley's (2001) textbook along with the GAO
(2002) report displayed the number of contact hours needed for a student to develop
"advance level" of proficiency; 720 contact hours for "advanced levels" to a minimum of
1320 contact hours for "superior level" in a language such as Russian or Arabic.
Therefore, a student beginning a language program at the university level will need to
input more contact hours then what is typically offered, in order to achieve an "advanced
level" of proficiency in a target language. Reports and theorists conclude traditional
language learning methods alone will not suffice in achieving the desired proficiency
level needed to meet the human capital foreign language deficiency (Malone, Rifkin,
Christian, & Johnson, 2003; Brecht & Rivers, 2000; GAO, 2002; Congressional Hearing,
Doc. 2001).
Globalization and the outsourcing of jobs have caused many governmental and
non-governmental agencies to shift their focus towards meeting the foreign language
deficiency of the United States (Congressional Hearing Doc., 2001; GAO, 2002). Part of
meeting this need is to center current and future research on the development of student
language-learning methods and strategies.

Such an effort will assist individuals in

achieving proficiency in a foreign language (Brecht & Rivers, 2000; GAO, 2002). The
globalization of the economy and the current job market not only requires more foreign
language proficient people but an understanding of other cultures. Learning a foreign

language also needs to be about learning a different culture (Horowitz & Horowitz,
1992).
Many interdisciplinary researchers stress the importance of learning a second
language at a young age; yet, the U.S continues to lag behind other countries when it
comes to starting foreign language education at an early stage (Hakuta, 1986, Marsh, Hau
& Kong, 2001; Hakuta & Cancino, 2001; Beck & Olah, 2001; Pufahl, Rhodes, Christian,

2001; McLaughlin, 1992). However, starting foreign language education at a later age
does not mean that learning a foreign language, as an adult, is unattainable (Felder &
Henriques, 1995; Schleppegrell, 1987).

A substantial portion of the empirical,

theoretical, and methodological research conducted in the field of foreign languages and
applied linguistics have been on children and adolescents. Research on how adults
(adults being 18 years of age and above) learn a foreign language, and the strategies they
use to learn a language, have been neglected. How adults learn a language, and what
strategies they employ, is highly relevant to many institutions, such as the Center for
Applied Linguistics (CAL), Middlebury College, the Center for Language Studies at
Yale, and other language study centers that welcome individuals to their institution who
are willing to be subjects in studies related to such topics (Middlebury College website,
2004; NEALL, 2004).
Various professionals in the field of social psychology and applied linguistics
have tried to apply different theoretical and hypothetical methods in the adult classroom.
According to Knowles (1984) adults have always been a difficult group to analyze and
tend to be overlooked, especially in the field of second language acquisition. How adults
learn and acquire a language, and what hinders adults from achieving proficiency in a

foreign language, can range from lack of motivation and lack of necessity, to fear and
foreign language anxiety (Knowles, 1984, Schleppegrell, 1987; Malone, Rifiin,
Christian, & Johnson, 2003).
In studies conducted on how adults learn, 70% of adults were found to be selfdirected learners (Lowry, 1989; Schleppegrell, 1987; Knowles, 1984). Self-directed
learning is basically when the learner makes decisions, with or without assistance, about
what they wish to learn, regarding a particular subject matter, how they want to go about
learning the topic, and what resources and strategies they will employ to assess their
progress (Cohen, 1990). Adult students tend to study a particular topic or subject based
on necessity, interest, or specific purpose (Lowry, 1989).

Self-directed learning, also

known as self-regulated learning, is viewed by experts in the field of adult education as a
model for life long learning, which can assists a learner in becoming independent and
autonomous in their learning process (Mocker & Spear, 1982; Cohen 1990, Oxford &
Carpenter, 1999).
Many language-learning researchers agree, increased performance in a second
language occurs best when a student receives more exposure and practice in the target
language (Brecht & Rivers, 2000; Brenner, 1999; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Malone,
Rifkin, Christian, & Johnson, 2003, GAO, 2002; Omaggio-Hadley, 2001; Oxford, 1990;
Oxford & Green, 1995, Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). Oxford (1990) and Chamot (1990),
along with other language learning researchers, posited that successhl language learners
generally use many strategies appropriate to their learning. The amount of exposure to a
second language with a combination of language learning strategy used is said to be an
indicator of positive course performance in the second language-learning classroom

(Brecht & Rivers, 2000; Brenner, 1999; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Onwuegbuzie,
Bailey, & Daley, 2000).

Although foreign language researchers study and assess

language-learning strategies, self-directed language-learning strategies are still a novelty.
According to social psychologists and language experts, future efforts should focus more
on the effects of self-directed strategies, (metacognitive strategies), on foreign language
learning (Oxford, 1990, Chamot & O'Malley, 1990). However, Oxford cautions against
focusing all research attention on just metacognitive strategies within the second
language acquisition classroom (Ehnnan & Oxford, 1995). Further study focused on the
many dimensions in which language-learning experience, learning strategies, motivation,
and expected course grade affected the second language acquisition process of university
students in the United States.

Purpose
The general purpose of this exploratory (comparative), and explanatory
(correlational) study was to examine the relationship among demographic characteristics,
language-learning experience, motivation, language-learning strategies, and expected
course grade among English-speaking college students who are learning a Romance
language. The specific purposes of this study were as follows:
1.

To

describe

the

demographic

characteristics,

language-learning

experience, motivation, language-learning strategies, and expected course
grade of English-speaking college students who are learning a romance
language.
2.

To determine whether expected course grade differed significantly
according

to

the

demographic

characteristics,

language-learning

experience, motivation, and language-learning experiences of Englishspeaking college students who are learning a romance language.
3.

To determine whether the frequency of language-learning strategies use
differed significantly according to demographic characteristics, language
learning experiences, and motivation of English-speaking college students
who are learning a romance language

4.

To explain the relationship among demographic characteristics, language
learning experience, motivation, individual language learning strategy use,
and expected course grade of English-speaking college students who are
learning a romance language.

5.

To test for the order of significance among language-learning strategies in
explaining the expected course grade of English-speaking college students
who are learning a romance language.

Definitions of Terms
Demographic Characteristics
Tlzeoretical Definition
The collection of demographic data provides information about the group of
people surveyed in the study (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007). The Bureau of Labor
Statistics uses the demographic categories of gender, age, race, and ethnic origin to report
statistical data, with ethnic origin referring to persons of Hispanic or non-Hispanic origin
(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007).

Operational Definition

Denlographic Char*acteris~ics(attribute variables), was measured using six
dichotomous, multiple choice, and fill in the blank items comprising Part I of the Second
Language Acquisition Survey. The six items are as follows: I) gender (dichotomous); 2)
age in years (fill in the blank); 3) college grade level (multiple choice); 4) college major
(fill in the blank); 5) race (multiple choice); and 6) ethnicity (dichotomous) (see
Appendix A, Part 1).
Language-Learning Experience
Tlzeoretical Definition

Chamot ( I 990) defined language-learning expevience as the prior knowledge or
skills a person has in a language. Krashen (1983) provided a more comprehensive
definition, defining language learning experience as the prior language learning
knowledge in a second or another language that is not a student's native or primary
language (Ll), and second language is known as (L2).
Operational Definition

Language-Learning Experience was measured in Part I1 of the Second Language
Acquisition Survey by students filling in the blank with the number of years spent
studying a language (See Appendix A, Part 11).
Expected Course Grade
Theoretical Definition

Expected Course Grade was defined as a predicted value measurement given to
students based

on evaluated performance. (Center for Teaching Excellence,

Measurements and Evaluation, 2007). U.S educational institutions use a variety of

grading systems. The decision on what grading system was used was a matter decided
within the exclusive authority of the individual school or higher education institution, and
may be ultimately left to the discretion of the individual faculty member or disciplinary
department within the school or institution (U.S. Network for Education Information,
2007). Course grades were most often based on the criterion-reference grading system
which is a fixed numeric scale usually equated to a letter mark from which the faculty
assigns grades based on the student's individualized performance (USNEI, 2007).

A

sample grading scale might have the letters A, B, C, D, and F assigned as follows: A

=

excellent performance (90% to 100%); B = good performance (80% to 89%); C

=

fair

performance (70% to 79%); D = poor performance (60% to 69%); and F = failure (below
60%) (USNEI,2007). Numeric grading scales may also range from 0 to 4, where 0
corresponds to a failing grade, and 4 corresponds to an A (USNEI, 2007).
Operational Definition
For this study, Expected Course Grade was measured using a one-item multiple
choice question based on the 10-point grading scale used at GMU. Students selected A+
or A (4.0), A- (3.67), B+ (3.33), B (3.0), B- (2.67), C+ (2.33), C (2.0), C- (1.67), D (1.0),
or F (0.0) as their expected course grade for their romance language course.
Motivation
Theoretical Definition
Motivation is defined as a driving force that initiates and directs behavior
(Romando, 2007). Motivation is also defined as the forces that account for the arousal,
selection, direction, and continuation of behavior (Biehler & Snowman, 1997).
According to Gardner and Lambert (1972), motivation as it relates to learning a language

is comprised of the following two types of motivation: 1) Instrumental Motivation - the
desire to learn a language because it would fulfill certain utilitarian goals, such as getting
a job, passing an examination, etc.; and 2) Integrative Motivation - the desire to learn a
language in order to communicate with people from another culture who speaks that
language. The desire is also there to identify closely with the target language group.
Operational Definition

For the purpose of this study the construct of Motivation was measured using 30
items from three subscales derived from the two types of motivation: Instrumental and
Integrative motivation(Gardner, 1985).

The three subscales are as follows: 1)

Motivational Intensity; 2) Desire to Learn the Language; and 3) Attitudes Toward
Learning the Language. Two of the subscales, Motivation Intensity, and Desire to Learn
the Language, use a 3-point degree of effort rating scale. The other subscale, Attitudes
Toward Learning the Language, uses a seven-point Likert-type scale with seven response

categories (see Appendix A, Part 111).
Language Learning Strategies
Theoretical Definition

Language-learning strategies are thoughts or methods employed by the learner
towards enhancing learning outcomes in the target language (Chamot & O'Malley, 1994;
Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Rubin 1975). The term language-learning strategy was used
extensively in Oxford's research to include conscious thoughts and actions that learners
used in order to achieve a particular language-learning goal; such as, memory, and
guessing strategies (Oxford, 1990). According to Oxford, language-learning strategies
are divided into two parts--direct strategies and indirect strategies. Direct strategies

(memory, cognitive, and compensation) are strategies students use to directly manipulate
the information received for learning, retaining and recalling prior information (Chamot
& O'Malley, 1990; Oxford, 1990).

These strategies stem from the cognitive learning

strategy concept, which consists of resourcing, grouping, note-taking, elaboration of prior
knowledge, summarizing, deduction/induction, imagery, auditory representation, and
making inferences (Chamot & O'Malley 1994; Oxford, 1990). Cognitive strategies tend
to be linked to individual tasks. Learners, who used cognitive strategies, used many
methods to manipulate information mentally through image making, elaborating, or
physically grouping and taking notes (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990, 1994).
Indirect strategies are strategies that require mental and emotional awareness of
what the student is doing during the cognitive process to ensure the most production or
outcome, and consist of metacognitive, afective, and social strategies (Oxford, 1990).
Indirect strategies tend to stem from the metacognitive aspect of learning and the social
affective aspect of language Iearning among social psychologist (Oxford, 1990).
Metacognitive strategies are linked to higher order executive skills that require the learner
to reach an understanding of their own learning approaches and processes. This process
also involves planning, monitoring, and evaluating the accomplishment of the learning
objective. Learners who use metacognition use skills such as 1) planning-including
advance organization, organizational planning, selective attention, self-management; 2)
monitoring, including monitoring comprehension, and production; and 3) evaluating,
which involves self-assessment (Chamot & O'Malley, 1994; Oxford, 1990; Wenden,
1999).

Operational Definition

For this study, Language-Learning Strategies were measured using the Strategy
Inventoly ,for Language-Learning (SILL), developed to measure the use of language
learning strategies by Defense Language Institute personnel before and after language
training (Oxford, 1990). The SILL consists of three sub-scales classified as direct
language-learning strategies (memory, cognitive, and compensation) and three sub-scales
classified as indirect language-learning strategies (metacognitive, affective, and social)
(Oxford, 1990). The 50-item SILL was used to measure the strategies used by Englishspeaking college students who are learning a romance language (See Appendix A, Part
IV).
Justification

Scholarly research in the field of socio-linguistics, education, and psychology
identified the needs for further research into the second language acquisition field in
relation to increasing the involvement of students in second language acquisition
activities such as: traveling abroad, spending time learning the target language, students
taking more necessitated initiative in their learning, and awareness of the application of
language-learning strategies. Although language-learning strategies, motivation, anxiety,
and other constructs were identified as having some influence on foreign language
academic achievement; additional research as to how much of an effect these constructs
have on second language acquisition in light of environment, gender, and other mediating
variables were further investigated.
Currently, foreign language is recognized as a component to improving future
national security and the foreign language human capital shortage (GAO, 2006). Foreign

language classes in both common (European languages) and less common languages
(Asian and Middle Eastern languages) are deemed crucial and have increased in
curriculums around the nation (NFLC, 2005). Furthermore, with a growing involvement
of global and international trade, focus on learning and increasing foreign language
academic achievement and proficiency is imperative to decreasing the human capital
foreign language deficit (GAO, 2002,2006). Therefore, as the deficit increases, there is a
need to identify the many different aspects that affect second language acquisition and
contribute to foreign language achievement.
Few empirical studies examine the relationship between language-learning
strategies, gender, motivation, and expected course grades of English-speaking college
students who are learning a romance language. The investigation was justified
considering its significance in improving students' foreign language learning for practical
use, and in the development for better foreign language training for students and teachers.
Additionally, this analysis contributed to the scholarly knowledge on motivation,
language-learning strategies, and second language acquisition.

This study was

researchable because the concepts of theoretical framework and hypotheses were
measured and tested. This research was feasible because the English-speaking college
student population was accessible to the researcher, and the foreign language department
chair was accessible, allowing the study to be conducted in a reasonable period of time.

Delimitations and Scope
1. This study was limited to English-speaking college students who were learning a
romance language as part of their studies at George Manson University in
northern Virginia.

2. This explanatorylexploratory study investigated the relationships between

demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, expected course
grades, motivation, and language-learning strategies among English-speaking
college students learning a romance language.
3. Participants whose primary language were English and were able to read and
write English were considered.

4. Respondents were the target population of approximately 697 English-speaking
college students who were enrolled in romance language classes.
5. Data

analyzed

included

demographic

characteristics,

language-learning

experience and expected course grades, motivation and language-learning
strategies.
Chapter I provided an introduction to the necessity of increasing and continuing
foreign language learning throughout the four years of university study, and the
importance of the acquisition of a second language to the human resource capital needs of
the United States. In addition, Chapter 1 described the purpose of the study, the variables,
definitions, provided justification for the shidy, and listed the delimitations and scope of
the study as they apply to second language acquisition.
Chapter I1 provides a review of the literature and theoretical framework leading to
the gaps needed to be explored in the study such as the limited number of empirical
studies simultaneously investigating the impact demographic characteristics, languagelearning experiences, motivation, and frequency of use of language-learning strategies on
second language acquisition of English speaking college students.

Chapter I1 includes

the different models, theories, and propositions related to the factors that have been
known to effect second language achievement.

CHAPTER I1
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK,
RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND HYPOTHESES
Review of the Literature

Learning Tlzeories
Many researchers have used, to some extent, a social-psychology model of
learning in conjunction with the Second Language Acquisition model. The cognitive
Social Learning Theory (SLT), which stems from the Social Cognitive Theory was
extensively cited and empirically tested by Bandura (Bandura & Walter, 1963; Bandura
1989).

Bandura's work focused heavily on behavior and methods that stimulated

behavioral change (Bandura, 1989). His theory has three guiding principles--understand
and predict individual and group behavior, identification of methods where behaviors can
be modified or changed, and the development of personality, behavior, and health
promotion (Bandura, 1977, 1989). The aspect of self-efficacy and self-perceptions led to
the understanding of self-regulation when it came to adult modification of behavior
(Bandura 1989; Zimmerman 1990).

The social cognitive theory by Bandura views

individuals as active participants in learning rather than being completely passively
regulated by external forces or stimulus from the environment (Bandura, 1986).
Perceived competence has been said to have an effect on individuals' thoughts, beliefs,
affective reactions, and behavior within achievement settings. Learners tend to approach
tasks with confidence if they have a positive perception of themselves, and see
themselves as capable (Zimmerman, 1995; Bandura, 1989). Research has also revealed
that learners with high perceived competence tend to set higher goals, were more willing

to take risks, and persisted longer in the face of disappointment and difficulty (Bandura,
1989; Bandura, 1991; Knowles, 1990; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman, 1990;
Zimmerman & Risenberg, 1997; Zimmerman, 1995).
Second Language Acquisition
The second language acquisition classroom is unique in that it emphasizes oral
and written communication, strives for authentic information and cultural interaction,
builds vocabulary, and focuses on comprehension (Brecht, 2000 & Amaggio-Hadley,
2001). It is unique in comparisons to other classrooms in that the student learns and
acquires information in a language other than the primary language (Amaggio-Hadley,
2001). However, in order to grasp a better understanding of second language acquisition,
a definition and an understanding of how acquisition occurs is required.
There are various definitions of Second Language Acquisition. The definitions
stem from many cross-disciplinary fields: applied linguistics, social psychology,
educational philosophy, behavior psychology, and so on. The terminology for second
language acquisition stems from the field of applied linguistics, the rationalist way of
describing language learning (Amaggio-Hadley, 2001).
Acquisition of a second language requires an individual to process subconsciously
the sounds and utterances of the target language (Krashen, 1985).

In language

acquisition, the learner concentrates on the communicative act and not on the form or
correctness of the language (Krashen, 1985). According to Krashen, acquisition of a
language is very similar to the way children learn their first language and constitutes a
simple but natural way of language acquisition. According to Chomsky (1986) and
Krashen (1985), people are born with the ability to learn their first language. The first

language learned as a child or your primary or "mother tongue," is considered Language
one (Ll). In Universal Grammar, children are born with an inborn code to learn L1 from
birth, which is called the innate Language Acquisition Device (LAD). This device is
believed to play a significant role in adult acquisition of Language two (L2) (Chomsky,
1986; Krashen, 1985). On the other hand, second language learning requires the formal
instruction of language, and is comprised of a conscious process of factual knowledge
about the language. Learning differs from acquisition in that the individual makes a
deliberate and conscious effort, focusing on the correctness and accuracy, to speak the
language; thus, at times, hindering fluency. Therefore, when one is introduced to a
language at an older age, it is first learned, coupled with comprehension, and then
acquired. Acquisition of a second language by adults occurs similarly to children if the
adult student is not fixated on correctness of the language and accepts errors (Krashen,
2004). The acquisition of a language requires one to feel through a language and allow
for trial and error. When trial and error occurs, the student may not be in conscious
awareness of it but feels hislher way through the language, sensing correctness, thus
birthing comprehension in the language (Krashen, 1985; Krashen, 2004).
Krashen's second language acquisition theory (1985) is comprised of five
hypotheses: the Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis, the Monitor Hypothesis, the Natural
Order Hypothesis, the Input Hypothesis, and the Affective Filter Hypothesis.

The

Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis, as described in the previous paragraph, makes a
distinction between the conscious learning process and the subconscious learning
process. According to Krashen, what is consciously learned through the teaching of
grammar and rules does not become acquisition of the target language.

Krashen views second language acquisition as an informal venue, focusing on the
input of messages, which can be understood in L2 and then acquired. By contrast, Ellis
views language learning as an integral, important aspect of second language acquisition
(Ellis, 1985). The Monitor Hypothesis claims that learnt material acts as a monitor
device to edit output materials. According to Krashen, we acquire language through trial
and error. When we attempt to transmit a message and fail, we continue through trial and
error until we arrive at the correct utterance or form. The conscious learning of a
language, through formal instruction, provides rule isolation, which can only be used as a
monitor or an editing device, which normally occurs prior to output (Krashen, 1985,
Krashen, 2004). The Natural Ovder Hypothesis states that we acquired the grammar
rules and regulations of a language in a natural order (Krashen, 1985). To truly acquire a
language, individuals must comprehend the message being sent or received, which is
known as "comprehensible input."

Comprehensible Input (CI) is seen as the central

aspect of Krashen's Input Hypothesis (IH). Krashen believes that IH is the key to
acquiring a second language because it is completely embedded in CI. Input plus the
next level along the natural order equates CI (i+l) (Krashen, 1985, Krashen, 2004).
Krashen views CI as the road to acquisition. Many other second language acquisition
theorists agree with comprehensible input but do not completely agree with Krashen's
model of Input Hypothesis, which places Learnt Knowledge towards the end or after CI.
Ellis (1985) found Krashen's model posed some theoretical issues pertaining to the
validity of the "acquisition-learning" distinction (p. 266).
When input or instruction is just above the level of the student, coupled with
instruction rooted in a meaninghl context, it invites modification, interaction and

collaboration. Input is not to be construed as intake. Input is what the teachers are
contributing; intake is what the students take in from the teacher. Comprehensible input
can be blocked by Affective factors--factors that deal with an individual's emotion (e.g.
fear, anxiety, self-perception) (Erhman & Oxford, 1995).

Lastly, Affective Filter

Hypothesis is viewed as blockages for CI to occur. The learner may not be able to use CI
if there is a block that prevents the full use of profiting from the comprehensible input.
Yet, once the comprehensible input hits the LAD and is then processed, the knowledge of
the language is acquired.

The conscious aspect of the language starts to act as a

monitoring device before the output occurs. Krashen sees focusing on the conscious
aspect of language learning (specifically grammar accuracy) as a hindrance to the
acquisition of a second language (Krashen, 2004). Krashen believes we have an innate
ability to acquire language with involvement from our surroundings, thus enhancing the
utterances and nuances, which develop children's language into adulthood (Krashen &
Terrell, 1983). Yet, many researchers feel that acquisition doesn't occur or occurs less, in
young adolescents and adult second language learners (Felder & Henriques, 1995).
McLaughlin (1992) explained the difficulties adults face when trying to acquire a second
language, and why children seem to learn a second language more easily than older
learners (McLaughlin, 1992). First, adolescent and adult second language learners are
not placed in situations where they are forced to speak the target second languages,
unless they are in the target language country. Second, the requirements to communicate
for children are different than those of adults. Adult and adolescent language-learners
have difficult words to communicate and a richer, more developed language vocabulary
than do children. According to McLaughlin (1992), once these issues are addressed it is

possible for an adult to acquire a second language, and to achieve competence and
fluency in a second language.
Motivation and Language Acquisition

A number of factors have been shown to influence performance in the second or
foreign language classroom. Motivation is an important variable in second language
learning achievement. Gardner (1985) found motivational components such as attitudes
towards learning the language, desire to learn the language and motivational intensity,
had a positive influence on performance in the language-learning classroom. Researchers
have confirmed motivation as an influence on performance in the second or foreign
language-learning classroom, with attitude as a situational support (Gardner, 1985;
Gardner, Masgoret & Tremblay, 1997).
Motivation, according to Gardner and Lan~bert(1972), relates to learning a
language which is comprised of the following two types of motivation: 1) Instrumental

Motivation - the desire to learn a language because it would fulfill certain practical goals,
such as getting a job, passing an examination, etc.; and 2) Integrative Motivation - the
desire to learn a language in order to communicate with people from another culture that
speak that language. The desire is also there to identify closely with the target language
group. The motivational construct, which is derived from the two types of motivation,
are motivational intensity, the desire to learn a language and the attitude one has towards
learning the language (Gardner, 1985).
Gardener's motivational propositions, which is comprised of intergrativeness,
attitude towards learning the language, and desire to learn the language, instrumental
orientation, refers to an interest in language learning for pragmatic reasons, and language

anxiety, referring to the anxiety reaction of the individual when called upon to use the
target language (Gardner, 1985). These propositions have been shown to have an effect
on second language learning (Gardner, 1985). These constructs were shown to have an
affect on second or foreign language achievement (Gardner, Masgoret & Tremblay,
1997; Hashimoto, 2002). The socio-educational second language acquisition model was
a catalyst for the development of the Attitude Motivation Test Battery (AMTB), which
was created to assess various individual variable differences within the second or foreign
language-learning classroom (Gardner, 1'985; Gardner, Masgoret & Tremblay, 1997;
Hashimoto, 2002).
The model described by Gardner was seen as a good start to understanding
motivation within the second language acquisition classroom (Dornyei, 2005; Hashimoto,
2002; MacIntyre, MacMaster & Baker, 2001). Although Gardner's proposition have
been used, cited and extensively supported, it has practically gone unchallenged until the
1990s (Domyei, 2005). In addition, the many facets of motivation within a second
language acquisition classroom was suggested to be very robust to be limited to just
intergrativeness and instrumentation (Domyei, 2005; Rueda & Chen, 2005). Researchers
find that Gardner's model excludes some variables, and that limited concepts of
cognition, and self-efficacy are mentioned (Domyei, 2005; MacIntyre, MacMaster &
Baker, 2001; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990).
One study to test Gardner's propositions was conducted by Gardner et al. (1997),
who conducted an exploratory/explanatory study about the predictive validities of
different measures to determine the underlying dimensions of the relationships among
constructs used such as language attitude, motivation, anxiety, self-confidence, language

aptitude, learning strategies, field independence, and measures of achievement in the
target language. Although many of the relationships between some of these constructs
had been investigated, there had not been a study that considered all of these constructs
together (Gardner et al., 1997). The literature review consisted primarily of empirical
studies testing the relationship between each of the above-mentioned constructs and their
effect on language-learning achievement (Gardner et al., 1997). The review compared
and contrasted theories about motivation, anxiety, self-confidence, language aptitude,
learning strategies, field independence, and their effect on second language achievement
(Gardner, Tremblay, & Masgoret, 1997). Gardner et al. (1997) identified a shortage of
empirical studies concerning the relationships between the constructs and L2
achievement in terms of a causal model and the predictive validity of those constructs on
second language academic achievement (Gardner et al., 1997).

A random sample of 102 (82 females and 20 males) university students enrolled
in introductory French was studied. Participants were tested in two stages; the first stage
was a questionnaire containing the constructs of attitudes, motivation, achievement and
self-rating scales of French Proficiency, and the second stage was a short language
history questionnaire (Gardner et al., 1997). Data collection procedures were clearly
described. There was no indication of whether or not the study was IRB approved.
Reported Cronbach's alphas for the three subscales that make up the Motivation
construct were .86 for Attitudes towards Learning French, .78 for Desire to Learn
Fvench, and .76 for Motivational Intensity (Gardner et al., 1997). To investigate the
factor structure of the instrumentation, Gardner et al. (1997) conducted exploratory factor
analysis, and specified an eight-factor varimax factor analytic solution. Eigenvalues were

required to be more than 1.0. Regardless of the different theoretical models, they
grouped together into five independent clusters. These five factors were identified as:
Self-confidence with French, Language Learning Strategies, Motivation to Learn French,
Language Aptitude, and Orientation to Learn French (Gardner et al., 1997). Results
indicated that some of the variables were more highly related than others to indices of
achievement based on measures of specific skills taken more or less at the time when
these other variables were assessed.

Furthermore, most measures demonstrated

comparable correlations when criterion was a more global measure, such as French
grades, that reflects competence in a number of characteristics over a long period of time.
Nevertheless, most of the variables in this study (except for the measures of Learning
Strategies and Field Independence, and to some extent Language Attitudes) were found
to be significantly related to measures of L2 proficiency (Gardner et al., 1997).
These results led Gardner at al. (1997) to conclude the following: 1) there are
some functional relationships among the measures, and that even these categories are not
mutually exclusive; 2) when achievement is assessed by relatively objective measures
taken at the same time as the other measures, indices of language anxiety, selfconfidence, and can-do evidence much higher correlations with achievement than do
indices of Language Aptitude, Motivation, or Language Attitude (Gardner et al., 1997).;
and 3) results provided strong support for the causal model, suggesting that the model
permitted a way to understand how variables interrelated and complemented one another
(Gardner et al., 1997). The authors suggested that further research might benefit from
investigating the possible confounds of all the variables, with self examination of French

proficiency, as well as feelings of anxiety, which might further assist language educators
in developing new ways to improve L2 achievement (Gardner et a]., 1997).
Language-Learning Strategies and Second Language Acquisition
Defining and Measuring Language-Learning Strategies

According to O'Malley and Chamot (1990), much of the prior Ir;ar;al~hin second
language acquisition focused on the teacher creating information that would enhance
comprehensible input. Very little research actually focused on the process of the learner
intake or what goes on with the learner. The focal point was placed on how information
is stored and retrieved for future use but not on the enhancement of learning (Oxford,

1990; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990).
To arrive at a definition for learning strategies, Chamot and O'Malley (1990),
thought to identify the process by which strategies were stored and retrieved. Thus, the
definition used for learning strategies stemmed from Anderson's (1 980) cognitive theory,
which focuses on how information is stored and retrieved (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990;
Oxford, 1990). The cognitive model of learning indicates that learning is active and
presents learners as active participants in the learning process. In the cognitive model
learners select information from their environment, organize it, relate it to prior
knowledge, retain what is important, and retrieve it when necessary (Anderson, 1980;
Chamot & O'Malley 1994). According to many experts in the field of language
acquisition, active learners are better learners than those who do not actively participate
in their own learning processes (Chamot & O'Malley 1994; Onwuegbuzie Bailey, &
Daley, 2000; Krashen 1985).

Metacognitive strategies have been seen as the most important and extensively
studied of all the strategies due to the need for students to gain some control of their
second language acquisition process (Oxford, 1990; Wenden, 1999). Metacognition has
been used by many in the field of second language acquisition to refer to knowledge
about cognition or the regulation of cognition (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990).
Metacognition is very much needed in order for students to understand what their
cognitive processes are and to guide their learning processes (Oxford, 1990, Chamot &
O'Malley, 1990, Zimmerman & Risenberg, 1997). A branch of metacognitive strategy,
which social psychologists and educational researchers call self-regulated or self-directed
learning, involves goal setting, regulation of efforts to reach a goal, self-monitoring, time
management, and physical and social environment regulation (Zimmerman & Risenberg,
1997).
Since students need to learn to manage the knowledge they receive, it has been
noted that students should become more aware of their cognitive learning processes and
strategies in order to use and apply metacognitive strategies. Metacognitive strategies aid
in providing the learner with self-guidance towards the leaming processes, which requires
manipulation of the cognitive aspect of leaming. Cognitive strategies operate directly on
incoming information, manipulating it to further enhance learning (Zimmerman &
Risenberg, 1997; Chamot & O'Malley, 1994). Thus, teaching strategies within the
academic foreign language classroom, or any content, supports the learner in gaining an
important perspective on learning, seeing the relationship between the strategies used and
histher own learning effectiveness, and planning and reflecting on learning, to gain
greater directedness or autonomy as a learner.

Language-learning strategies are techniques or steps taken by the student to
improve their own learning (Flavell, 1970; Oxford, 1990; Rubin 1975). The tenn
language-learning strategies is used extensively in Oxford's research study to involve
naturalistic practice that facilitate the acquisition of language skills, noting guessing and
memory strategies are equally useful to both learning and acquisition (Chamot &
O'Malley, 1990; Oxford, 1990).

Therefore, Oxford describes language-learning

strategies as the operations used by learners to aid the acquisition, storage and retrieval of
information (Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). Many researchers sought to
classify the language-learning strategies in general, but Oxford (1990) created the most
comprehensive classification assessment of strategies called the Strategy Inventoly for
Language Learners (SILL), which contains six types of strategies, classified into two
sub-groups of direct and indirect. The three sub-scales classified as direct languagelearning strategies are Memory, Cognitive, and Compensation, and the three sub-scales
classified, as indirect language-learning strategies are Metacognitive, ASfective, and
Social strategies.
Oxford's development of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)
was originally developed to assist with the improvement of foreign language learning for
the department of defense and other governmental institution. The original development
of the SILL consisted of 121 strategies. The strategies were revised and the current of 80
and 50 items, version 7.0, is the most comprehensive and widely used language-learning
strategy inventory to date (Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). Oxford's languagelearning strategy theory is embedded in the SILL. The two main parts of the SILL consist
of direct and indirect strategies. The direct strategies are strategies that deal directly with

learning mental processes such as Memory, Cognitive and Compensatory strategies. The
first mental process of Memoy is a strategy used to assist the learner in retrieving and
storing information for later use (Oxford, 1990). This strategy works along with the
Cognitive strategies, which are skills that involve manipulation or transformation of the
language in some direct way, such as the following: note taking, functional practice in
natural setting, reasoning, analysis, formal practice with structures and sounds (Oxford,
1990). Cognitive strategies tend to be linked to individual tasks. Learners, who use
Cognitive strategies, use many methods to manipulate information mentally through
image making, elaborating, or physically grouping and taking notes (Chamot &
O'Malley, 1990; Oxford, 1990).

Compensation strategies are behaviors used to

compensate for missing knowledge of some kind--inferencing while listening or reading,
or using synonyms or circumlocution while speaking or writing. The next three strategies
are described as indirect strategies, which are Metacognitive, AASfective, and Social
strategies. These indirect strategies are behaviors and techniques used to assist the
learner with acquiring the second language. Metacognitive Strategies are seen as higher
order executive skills that involve planning, monitoring and evaluating the
accomplishment of the learning objective. Metacognitive strategies are also seen as
actions used for centering, arranging, planning, and evaluating one's learning (Chamot &
O'Malley, 1994; Oxford, 1990). According to Chamot and O'Malley (1994) and others,
such as Oxford (1990) and Wenden (1999), models can be created for assessing strategies
that request metacognition. This strategy is important if learners desire to gain executive
control over the learning process and understand their own learning approaches (Oxford,
19990; Wenden, 1999). Affective strategies are techniques that help learners gain better

control over their emotions, attitudes, and motivations related to language learning
(Oxford, 1990; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990). Social Strategies are behavior exhibited by
the learner involving other people in the language-learning process, such as questioning,
cooperating with peers, and developing empathy (Oxford, 1990). These two strategies
are significant in second language acquisition, as presented in Krashen's model "The
Affective Filter," due to its focus on cooperative interaction and control over affects
(Krashen, 1982). These strategies are further described, categorized and classified
together in the CALLA handbook by Chamot and O'Malley (1994). The Afective and
Social strategies are not as developed as the other categories in the context of foreign
language acquisition due to the nature of individual emotions and attitude towards the
topic. This normally falls under the research of social psychologists that look at the
!

-4

affective factors as a possible predictor or hindrance of foreign language achievement
(Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Krashen, 1985; Oxford, 1990; Onwuegbuzie et. al. 2000).
The Influence of Gender and Language Projiciency on Language-Learning
Strategy Use and Second Language Acquisition

A number of studies have investigated differences in language-learning strategy
use based on gender and language proficiency (El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Tercanlioglu,
2004; Shmais, 2003).

Some studies have shown a significant relationship between

language-learning strategies and language-learning proficiency (El-Dib, 2004; Shmais,
2003; Khalil, 2005). Studies have also shown significant differences in overall strategy
use between genders (El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Shmais, 2003).
One study found women exhibited greater frequency of overall strategy use than did men
(Khalil, 2005), while another found men exhibited greater frequency of overall strategy

use than did women (Tercanlioglu, 2004). The other studies found inconsistencies or no
significant differences between genders (El-Dib, 2004; Shmais, 2003). These studies all
used the Strategy Inventoiy for Language Learning SILL in many different settings. A
critical analysis of each of these studies is presented in the following section.
Tercanlioglu (2004) conducted an exploratory study, which aimed to discover
gender differences in language learning strategies used by foreign language-learners at a
Turkish University. The participants in the study were third year (undergraduate) students
enrolled in a teacher education program intending to teach English in a secondary school
(Tercanlioglu, 2004).

Tercanlioglu's literature review consisted primarily of early

theoretical literature, and empirical studies testing the relationship between gender,
greater strategy use, and level of proficiency.

Although the review lacked current

empirical studies, it did compare and contrast some theories regarding gender and
language learner strategy use (Tercanlioglu, 2004).

Empirical studies about the

relationship between language-learning strategy use and gender were examined.
Conflicting results lead Tercanlioglu to further examine previous propositions about
females using more communication strategies than males (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989;
Oxford, 1994; Oxford & Green, 1995).
The final data-producing sample consisted of 184 (144 females and 44 males),
students; the initial sample size was not identified. A Turkish translation of Oxford's
(1 990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learners (SILL) version 7.0 for ESLIEFL was
used to measure the use of the following six strategies: 1) memory; 2) cognitive; 3)
compensatory; 4) metacognitive; 5) affective; and 6) social by gender (Tercanlioglu,
2004). The reported Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients ranged from .89 to .98 in

various studies reviewed by Tercanlioglu (2004). The author noted that the validity of
the instrument rests on its predictive and correlative link with language performance and
its relationship to sensory preferences (Tercanlioglu, 2004). In Tercanlioglu's study,
Cronbach's alphas ranged from .72 to .86. The correlation coefficient between most
scales of the SILL was statistically significant at the 0.01 and 0.05 alpha level on a twotailed t-test. However, memory strategies did not correlate with affective strategies.
Reported means were memory (3.22), cognitive (3.23), compensatory (3.37),
metacognitive (3.39), affective (2.88), and social (3.14).

Although male students

reported higher frequency use of strategies in five of the six scales than did female
students, this gender difference was only statistically significant for cognitive @ < ,001)
and metacognitive strategies (p < .05).

Data collection procedures were clearly

described. There was no indication of whether or not the study was IRB approved.
Findings were presented in terms of strategy use by gender under three categories-overall strategy, use of each of the six strategies, and use of individual strategy items
(Tercanlioglu, 2004). The reported mean score for the SILL scores reported ranged from
1.40 to 3.59 (Tercanlioglu, 2004). ANOVA results indicated a statistically significant
effect for the gender related differences between and within groups on the "using all your
mental processes": F-value

=

4.29, for gender differences in students "Organizing and

evaluating your learning" was also statistically significant at p < 0.01 and df = 1, 182
(Tercanlioglu, 2004). These results supported findings in past studies that languagelearning experience motivates learners to use more strategies that require planning and
evaluating learning (metacognitive strategies) (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Khalil, 2005;
Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green; Wenden, 1999). The results also showed gender

differences favoring males rather than females, which did not support prior studies where
females were reported to have higher frequency of strategy use than male students
(Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Erhman, 1995; Oxford
& Green, 1995). Tercanlioglu attributed the results to the male-dominated Turkish

society, and the possible effect of lower self-esteem among female students on reported
strategy use (Tercanlioglu, 2004).
Limitations reported by Terca~llioglu included the small sample size, which
limited generalisability of the results.

Another reported limitation was the study's

exploratory design, based on the limitations, the following recommendations for future
study were provided: 1) the study of gender and language strategy use should also include
the cultural background and educational setting of second language-learners; 2) crossvalidate findings from the present study to a different and larger sample; 3) investigating
why some learners have lower strategy use for the purpose of increasing strategy use; and
4) in addition to gender, differences in strategy use should also be examined by age.
Khalil (2005) conducted an exploratory (comparative) study about the effect of
language proficiency level and gender on language-learning strategy use among
Palestinian high school and university students learning English as a foreign language.
Khalil's literature review was fairly current, but consisted primarily of empirical studies
testing the relationship between gender, greater strategy use, and higher level of
proficiency.

The review did not compare and contrast theories about gender and

language-learner strategy. However, empirical studies about the relationship between
language proficiency level and strategy use and gender were examined, and conflicting

results lead Khalil to further examine Oxford's (1 990) proposition of females using more
communication strategies than male.
A purposive sampling plan resulted in the final data producing sample of 378

(194 females and 184 males), and a response rate of 100%. An Arabic translation of
Oxford's (1990) Strategy Inventovy for Language Learners (SILL) version 7.0 for
ESLIEFL was used to measure strategy use of the following six categories of strategies:

1) cognitive; 2) compensatory; 3) metacognitive; 4) affective; and 5) social by language
proficiency level (school and university) by gender (Khalil, 2005).

The reported

Cronbach's alpha for the internal consistency of the total SILL was .86. No evidence of
validity was reported. Data collection procedures were clearly described. There was no
indication ofwhether or not the study was IRB approved.
Findings were presented in terms of variation in strategy use by proficiency level
(high school or university) and gender under three categories--overall strategy, use of
each of the six strategies, and use of individual strategy items (Khalil, 2005). Mean SILL
scores reported were 3.21 and 2.99, for university students and high school students,
respectively. ANOVA results indicated a statistically significant effect for proficiency
level F (I, 347) 22.9, p < 0.05 and for gender F (1, 347)= 11.47, p < 0.05. These results
supported findings in past studies that language-learning experience motivates learners to
use more strategies that require planning and evaluating learning (metacognitive
strategies) (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green;
Wenden, 1999). Reported SILL means for females and males were 3.18 and 3.02,
respectively. These findings also supported prior studies where females were reported to
have higher frequency of strategy use than male students (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989;

Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Erhman, 1995; Oxford & Green, 1995). The ANOVA did not
yield a significant interaction between proficiency level and gender, which was also
consistent with findings from other SILL studies (Nyikos & Oxford, 1989; Oxford, 1990;
Oxford & Green, 1995, Lan & Oxford, 2003; Khalil, 2005). ANOVA results also yielded
significant variation in the use of five of the six categories of strategies by proficiency
level--whereby university students reported significantly higher frequency of use than
high school students (Khalil, 2005). There was no significant difference between the
high school and university students for affective learning-strategies.

This further

demonstrated that duration of language study positively affects learner's use of strategies
(Khalil, 2005).
These findings led Khalil to compose conclusions on the exploration of other
individual socio-psychological variables on strategy use, such as attitudes, motivation,
personality type, learning style, L2 setting, and first language (Ll) experiences, effect
strategy use. Khalil concluded a need existed for students to have the opportunity to
practice a wide variety of strategies appropriate to the different instructional tasks and
activities that are part of the L2 learning classroom experience (Khalil, 2005).
Furthermore, training strategy assessment and instruction should be implemented in
teacher preparation

and training programs.

Khalil reported

the following

recommendations for future study and practical applications of future research: 1) teacher
curriculum development; 2) guided planning of strategy assessment and training activities
for English as a Foreign Language teachers, based on learner strategy need; 3) further
investigation of the affects of attitudes, motivation, L2 learning environment, and
experiences in L1 development on strategy use; and 4) the inclusion of self-reported data,

interviews, think-aloud protocols, diaries, and dialog journals in the data collection
process (Khalil, 2005).
Shmais (2003) also conducted an exploratory study about language-learning
strategy use among Arabic-speaking Palestinian university students learning English,
according to gender and language proficiency; however, Shmais examined both
individual and total strategy use.

Shmais's literature review lack current empirical

studies, and consisted primarily of empirical studies testing differences in strategy use by
gender and higher levels of language proficiency, as well as the effect of self-efficacy on
strategy use (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Nykios & Oxford, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Oxford
& Green, 1995). Shmais mentions the theories and propositions concerning successful

language learners using many language-learning strategies (LLS) (Chamot & O'Malley,
1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975). Theories about gender and language-learner strategy
use were not thoroughly compared and contrasted in this study. However, empirical
studies about the relationship between language proficiency level and strategy use and
gender were examined and some conflicting results led the author to further examine the
proposition that females used more strategies than males (Shmais, 2003).
Shmais used a purposive sample of 120 (19 male and 80 female).

The

proficiency variables reflected by students were their learning levels (sophomore, juniors,
seniors), self-reported proficiency in English (university average in English), and
language self-efficacy (how good the students perceived themselves as English learners)
(Shmais, 2003). All of the subjects had studied English for eight years.
Oxford's (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learners (SILL) version 7.0
for ESLIEFL was used to measure strategy use of the six categories of strategies--

cognitive, compensatory, metacognitive, affective and social strategies. However, in this
study Shmais consulted English teachers at the English Department at An-Najah National
University on strategies used by their students, as well as her experience in foreign
language teaching. She then identified strategies that students were familiar with and
could relate to and as a result the researcher generated a list of strategies and added them
to the 50 items of the SILL. The list contained ten items added to the questionnaire as
"Other," to indicate the added items were not part of the SILL (Shmais, 2003). Thus the
final version of the questionnaire consisted of an Arabic translated version of the SILL
and the "Other" ten items totaling, 60 items (Shmais, 2003). Reliability estimates were
.83 for the internal consistency of the instrument; validity was not established. Data
collection procedures were clearly described, but there was not a report of whether or not
the study was IRB approved.
In answer to the first research question, items related to metacognitive strategies
were found to have the highest means, which was consistent with findings from other

SILL studies where metacognitive strategies were found to be the most frequently used of
the six strategies (Nyikos & Oxford, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green, 1995, Khalil,
2005). To answer the second research question, about strategy use and gender, a t-test
was used to test for differences in strategy use based on gender, but none was found at the
p < .05 level. The third research question tested for differences according to proficiency

(university average, level of learning, and self-efficacy). A t-test found no significant
differences based on university average (those above 80% versus those below 80%) for
the total SILL score (combined strategies). However, some significant differences were
found based on individual strategy use. Results indicated less proficient students used

Afective ( t = -2.33, p < .05) and Othevs (t = - 1 . 9 9 , ~< .05) strategies more frequently in
order to lower their anxiety and encourage themselves to store and retrieve information.
ANOVA was also used to test difference in language-learning strategy according to
university level, language proficiency level, and gender. No main effects were found for
university level or gender 0,<.05 levels). For level of learning, a one-way ANOVA was
conducted.

While no significant differences were found for Compensation,

Metacognitive, or Affective strategies, significant differences were found for Memory,
Cognitive and Social, and "Others" strategies.

Further, a Scheffe's post hoc was

conducted to show comparisons between means of Memory, Cognitive, Social, and
"Othev" strategies. There were significant differences between means of Memory and
"Olher" strategies according to learning level in favor of the sophomores. This indicated
that sophomores used more Memory and "Other" strategies (Shmais, 2003). The results
also indicated significant differences in means of Cognitive strategies in favor of the
juniors, and differences in Social strategies in favor of the sophomores and juniors
(Shmais, 2003).
According to Shmais (2003), the effects of gender and proficiency on strategy use
appear to be inconsistent with other studies, since the Shmais study indicated no
significant differences at @=0.05) for the two variables, while others had found
significant differences (Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green, 1995, Khalil, 2005). Shmais
attributed this inconsistency to the fact that prior studies conducted studies on high school
students while this study consisted of English majors at a university should have been
more aware of the processes and strategies they employed to achieve a goal (Shmais,
2003). Although there were no significant differences detected, it should be noted that

more than 70% of the sample were females and only 19 out of the 99 students were
males. Further, the researcher noted that the use of some individual strategies could be
attributed to culture and the educational system in Palestine, where students have limited
opportunity to practice using certain strategies, especially in large classes (Shmais, 2003).
Other results showed that there were positive relationships between strategy use and
language proficiency as reflected by university average, learning level, and self-efficacy.
The author also noted that students with high proficiency levels (those whose averages
were more that 80%, the juniors, and those whose self-efficacy was very good) used more
Cognitive strategies than less proficient students (those whose averages were less than

80%, the sophomores, and those whose self-efficacy was poor). These results indicate
that students who reported to be more proficient were more aware of their strategies, and
searched for more opportunities to practice the language. The use of more Cognitive
strategies by proficient students can be attributed to these students' need to process and
revise internal models in order to receive and produce the language (Shmais, 2003).
The findings led Shmais to conclude and recommend that there is a need for more
comprehensive research on a wide range of variables affecting language-learning
strategies used by Arab learners, such as cultural background, beliefs, learning style,
motivation, attitude, etc. Furthermore, research on the frequency of use of the Social,
Affective strategies, and choice of given strategies were also recommended since it would
be helpful to both the learners and teachers. Finally, Shmais (2003) recommended
further research on strategy instruction in order to build on the theory for future foreign
language teaching practice for the purpose of assessing learners' strategies.

El-Dib (2004) conducted exploratory research about the link between culture,
gender, language level, and learner's choice of language-learning strategies. The study
sought to identify differences in strategy use according to culture, gender, and language
level among students who studied English for Special Purposes (ESP) in Kuwait. El-Dib
described Kuwait as a hybrid context society--defined by Oxford and Green (1995) as a
context that neither fits the description of a second language setting nor that of a foreign
language environment.

El-Dib's literature review was fairly current, but consisted

primarily of empirical studies testing the relationship between gender, greater strategy
use, and the underlying factors of the SILL that could ailow for further cross-culture
comparisons. The review did compare and contrast theories about gender and languagelearner strategy. However, empirical studies about the relationship between languagelearning strategy use and gender were examined, and conflicting results led El-Dib to
further investigate the proposition discussed in Oxford and Green (1995). El-Dib also
reviewed literature by Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) which compared six sets of data
from Puerto Rico, Taiwan, China, Japan, Egypt, and the United States. The purpose of
that study was to support the SILL as a valid and reliable research tool, and to relate using
certain learning strategies to certain cultures (Oxford & Buny-Stock, 1995). It was noted
by Oxford (1995) that a factor entitled "active naturalistic language use" explained the
most variance in Puerto Rico (a hybrid context), China, Japan, and the United States (ElDib, 2004). Thus, El-Dib attempted to provide another set of data to identify those
factors present in Kuwait and to determine whether they are in contrast or similar to those
found in Puerto Rico, China, Japan, and the United States (El-Dib, 2004).

A random sample of 750 students was drawn from a large student population
enrolled in the four colleges of the second leading educational institution in Kuwait--the
Public Authority of Applied Education and Training (PAAET). The four colleges were
the following; 1) the College of Business Studies; 2) the College of Basic Education; 3)
the College of Technological Studies; and 4) the College of Health Sciences (El-Dib,
2004). The final data-producing sample was 504 students (260 females and 244 males),
for a response rate of 67.2%.

An Arabic translation of Oxford's (1990) Strategy

Inventory for Language Learners (SILL) version 7.0 for ESLJEFL was used to measure
strategy use of the following six categories of language-learning strategies: 1) Cognitive;
2) Meinoiy; 3) Conzpensatovy; 4 ) Metacognitive; 5) Aflective; and 6 ) Social by language
proficiency level (college), by gender, and culture. El-Dib (2004) mentioned the wide
use and establishment of the SILL yet did not report on the Cronbach's alpha for the
internal consistency of the SILL. No evidence of validity was reported. Data collection
procedures were clearly described. There was no indication of whether or not the study
was IRB approved.
El-Dib (2004) conducted factor analysis and specified an eight-factor Varimax
factor analytic solution. Eigenvalues were required to be more than 1.0. To be included
as part of a factor, the loading of any individual item had to be more than .30.
Additionally, a t-test was used to test for differences in strategy use according to gender,
language proficiency, and culture; p < .05 was used to determine significance (El-Dib,
2004). Factor analysis resulted in eight rather than the nine that had been previously
reported by a prior study conducted by El-Dib. The identified factors explained 42.10%
of the variability among the 50 items on the SILL (El-Dib, 2004). Findings from the

factor analysis were consistent with previous findings in other studies investigating
strategies in foreign language context (China, Japan, and combined United States and the
hybrid contexts Puerto Rico) (El-Dib, 2004, Oxford, 1995). Active naturalistic language
use was the number one factor explaining the most variability in the SILL (El-Dib, 2004).
The findings in this study supported the assumption that social context is probably the
strongest variable influencing language learners to use certain strategies more than others
(El-Dib, 2004). Factors related to gender differences remained the most inconsistent and
illusive (El-Dib, 2004; Tercanlioglu, 2004). In a previous study conducted by El-Dib no
significant differences between males and females were displayed among the six
categories of the SILL. However, in El-Dib (2004) t-test analysis resulted in scores
ranging from -.435 to 2.107, with mean scores of 2.04 to 4.04, and males using factor one
(active naturalistic language) significantly more than females. Females were found to use
factor three (cognitive-compensatory) and factor five (repetition-revision strategies)
significantly more than males (El-Dib, 2004). Results also indicated a tendency among
the least proficient students to use affective strategies in order to help them deal with
tension related to learning a foreign language. This finding raises the issue of anxiety and
its relationship to language acquisition (El-Dib, 2004). This finding lead El-Dib to
suggest that further research be conducted establishing the possible relationship between
strategy use a host of psychological variables (El-Dib, 2004).
These findings led to El-Dib to conclude that the discrepancy between the results
of females and male strategy result from the opportunities given to each gender and their
cultural context (El-Dib, 2004). This conclusion led El-Dib (2004) to the following
recommendations for future research: 1) the future direction of strategy research should

be moving toward relating strategy use to the task and demands of learning contexts
within a cultural setting; 2) along with a questionnaire assessment format, think-aloud
protocols and retrospective verbal reports may be the most appropriate techniques for
strategy assessment; and 3) future studies should investigate the uniqueness of certain
language learning tasks and contexts, and how these may dictate or facilitate using certain
strategies while blocking others (El-Dib, 2004).
Synopsis of the Literature

Second language acquisition researchers and many professionals in the field of
psychology, linguistics, and education seek to understand the factors influencing course
performance and language proficiency within the second language-learning classroom
(Arroyo, et a]., 2005; Bandura, 1989; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990: El-Dib, 2005; Gardner,
1985; Gardner et a]., 1997; Khalil, 2005; Krashen, 1985, 2004; Onwuegbuzie et al., 2000;
Oxford, 1990; Shmais, 2003; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Wenden, 1999). Krashen's (1985)
second language acquisition model, which is widely used among educators understand
and develop new teaching models, is comprised of five hypotheses that explain the
language acquisition process with learnt knowledge as a monitoring device for speaking
and writing the target language. Although the model is widely used, it has been criticized
for its simplicity and lack of reference to cognitive based research (Krashen, 1985; Ellis,
1994; McLaughlin, 1992; Zimmerman, 1997).
Gardner's proposed motivational construct, comprised of both integrativeness and
instrumental motivation, presents many significant suppositions about second language
acquisition performance (Gardner, 1985). However, Gardner's model lacks the cognitive
components to motivation and the "need to achieve" aspect, which is seen as an

important element to second language academic achievement (Gardner, 1985; Dorneyei,
1994; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Motivation is seen as a very complex construct but
continues to be investigated within perceived self-efficacy and individualized difference
model (Dornyei, 1994; Pintrich De Groot, 1990).
A component of motivation, according to Bandura (1991) and other researchers,
is having access to appropriate strategies, which leads the student to higher expectations
of learning success. Bandura and others who support the perceived self-efficacy model
believe motivation along with proper strategy use leads to successful language learning
(Bandura, 1991 ; Zimmerman, 1997). Many researchers have supported the proposed
theory that "good language learners" appropriately use language-learning strategies
(Chamot & O'Malley, 1994; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975). Oxford (1990), along with
Chamot & O'Malley (1 994), has conducted vast numbers of studies on language-learning
strategies (Chamot & O'Malley, 1994; Oxford, 1990). These strategies have been
studied and grouped into many different handbooks and scales such as the Cognitive
Language Learning Approach (CALLA) by Chamot & O'Malley (1990), which is a
guided language-learning teaching handbook, and the Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning (SILL).

Motivation and language-learning strategies have been found to

significantly affect achievement in the second language acquisition classroom (Bandura,
1989; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Gardner, 1990; Gardner et al., 1997; Hashimoto, 2002;
Onwuegbuzie et al., 2000; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Wenden, 1999; Zimmerman,
1990). A number of studies have used the Attitude Motivation Test Battery (AMTB)
measure motivation as applied to second language learning (Gardner, Masgoret, &
Tremblay, 1997; Hashimoto, 2002).

Numerous empirical studies investigating the relationship between languagelearning strategies and second language acquisition found Metocognitive strategies to be
the most influential (Chamot & O'Malley; Fisher, Frey, & Williams, 2002; Oxford, 1990;
Pressley, 2000; Shearer, Ruddell, & Vogt, 2001; Slater & Horstman, 2002). However,
very few studies examine the relationship of each individual strategy and second
language acquisition (El Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Shmais, 2003). There are some studies
that reported a lack of evidence for the six factor SILL, proposing that there are eight
factors rather than six factor SILL (Khalil, 2005; Woodrow, 2005). Additionally, studies
have reported inconsistent results related to language-learning strategies and gender (ElDib, 2004, Khalil, 2005; Shmais, 2003; Tercanlioglu, 2004).

Demographic

characteristics and gender have been found to influence language-learning strategies,
motivation and second language acquisition (El-Dib, 2004, Gardner, Masgoret, &
Tremblay, 1997; Khalil, 2005; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Rueda & Chen, 2005; Shmais, 2003;
Oxford & Erhman, 1995; Onwuegbuzie, et al., 2000).

Although demographic

characteristics, language-learning strategies, and motivation have been shown to
influence second language acquisition, all three are rarely examined together in one study
(Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997).

Many of the statistical analysis for the

studies reported the use of ANOVA (Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Ehrman, 1995;
Tercanlioglu, 2004), MANCOVA (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990), structural equation
modeling (Tremblay & Gardner, 1995; Gardner, Masgoret & Tremblay, 1997), and factor
analysis (El Dib, 2004).

Based on the review of the literature and subsequent

interpretations, the following conclusions were developed.

Conclusions

1. Krashen's socio-educational second language acquisition theory is comprised of
five hypotheses which focus on how comprehensible input of a target language
increases knowledge, thus increasing language acquisition (Krashen, 1982, 1987).
This model has been used widely to create new models in school districts and by
many second language acquisition researchers
2003; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004).

(Krashen, 1987, 2004; Griffith,
Many of the studies conducted

consistently support the effect of the Affective filter component of Krashen's
theory having a significant effect on second language acquisition (Dornyei, 1994;
Krashen, 1987, 2004; Gardner, 1985, 1997, 2005; Gardner, Masgoret, &
Tremblay, 1997; Griffith, 2003; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey & Daley, 2000; Oxford &
Shearin, 1994; Oxford, 1990; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004).

2. Gardner's motivational model, composed of both integrativeness and instrumental
motivation was based on Mowrer's (1959) concept of identification, which was
used to explain a child's motivation to learn a parent's language (Gardner, 1985,
2005).

This model depicts significant prediction towards second language

acquisition performance (Baker, 2001; Gardner, 1985; Gardner, Masgoret, &
Tremblay, 1997; Hashimoto, 2002; MacIntyre, MacMaster, & Burke, 2004;
Oxford & Erhman, 1995).

3. Rubin (1975) proposed that the success of "good language learners" is attributed
to the set of skills and behaviors that learners engaged in; known as strategies.

What are the strategies according to Rubin? The proposition has been supported
by many researchers in the field of second language acquisition and foreign
language learning as being a contributor to second language acquisition
achievement (Chamot & O'Malley, Gardner & Tremblay 1994; Omaggio-Hadley,
2001; Oxford, 1990, Wenden, 1999). These strategies have been grouped by
researchers such as Chamot and O'Malley (1990), Cognitive Language Learning
Approach, CALLA, and extensively categorized by Oxford (1990) in the Strategy
Inventory for Language Learners (SILL). The SILL model has been supported
and noted as being the most frequently used model of language-learning strategies
in second language acquisition research (Bremner, 1999; Chamot & O'Malley,
1990; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley,
2000; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Wenden, 1999; El-Dib 2004; Shmais, 2003;
Khalil, 2005). Studies that used the SILL have found strong relationships between
the frequency of language-learning strategies and academic achievement in the
second or foreign language-learning classroom (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990;
Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 2000;
Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Wenden, 1999).

4. Although widely used, some linguist and cognitive based researchers find that
Krashen's model lacks cognitive backing with very little distinction made
between the acquisition and the learning process (Ellis, 1994; Mclaughlin, 1992;
Zimmerman 1990, Zimmerman, 1997).

5. Although supported by some researchers, the complex aspect of motivation was
said not always to be a predictor of second language acquisition when culture is
introduced as a variable (Rueda & Chen, 2005). The model lacks the component
of the need to achieve and does not include the cognitive aspects of motivation;
which has been shown to positively contribute to motivation second language
learning (Dorneyei, 1990, 1994; Pintricht, 2003).

6. Two major variables that have been associated with second language acquisition
(course performance or proficiency) are language-learning strategies (Bandura,
1989; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997;
Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 2000; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Wenden,
1999; Zimmennan, 1990) and motivation (Gardner, 1985; Gardner, Masgoret, &
Tremblay, 1997; Hashimoto, 2002).

7. Of the six strategies developed by Oxford (1990), Metacognitive strategy has
found to be the most influential in improving students' learning and reading in the
target language (Chamot & O'Malley 1990; Fisher, Frey, & Williams 2002;
Oxford, 1990, Pressley, 2000; Shearer, Ruddell, & Vogt, 2001; Slater &
Horstman, 2002).

8. There is considerable empirical support for the proposition that good language
learners use many strategies (Oxford, 1990, Oxford and Green 1995, Chamot &
O'Malley, 1990; Rubin, 1975).

9. Motivation has been shown to influence the acquisition of French as a second
language (Gardner, 1985; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997).

10. Although several studies have demonstrated a relationship between languagelearning strategies and second language acquisition (Bandura, 1989; Cllamot &
O'Malley, 1990; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, &
Daley, 2000; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Wenden, 1999; Zimmerman, 1990),
very few studies examine the relationship of each individual strategy and second
language acquisition (El Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Shmais, 2003).
11. Generalizations have been made in past research regarding gender, reporting that
women use more language-learning strategies than men (Oxford & Green, 1995;
Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1994). However, reports are conflicting where
in some studies women and men displayed no significant differences within the
six categories of strategies (El Dib, 2004; Nisbet, Tindall & Arroyo, 2005;
Shmais, 2003), or even less frequent strategy use among women compared to men
(Tercanlioglu, 2004). Some studies reported gender differences based on strategy
type such as women using more memory, cognitive compensator, and
metacognitive strategies (El Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005). Thus, gender might be
considered a context specific variable.

12. Gardner's (1985) Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) is an established
instrument for measuring the constructs of attitude and motivation as applied
toward learning a second language (Gardner, 1985; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995;

Gardner, Tremblay, & Masgoret, 1997). Some evidence of convergent validity
has been reported for motivation construct of the AMTB, where the motivation
scale correlated at .5 or above with four different measures of second language
acquisition (Gardner, 1985). Good estimates of reliability have been established
for various subscales related to the AMTB motivation construct, including
Motivation Intensity (.76), Desire to Learn the Language (desire to learn French
DLF) (.78), and Attitude toward Learning the Langztage (Attitude towards
Learning French, ALF) (.86), although no estimates have been reported for the
total motivation construct (Gardner et a]., 1997). Construct validity has been
established for the total AMTB using structural equation modeling but has not
been established for the motivation construct (Gardner & Tremblay, 1995).

13. Good estimates of reliability have been established for the whole Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), Oxford and Nyikos (1989) reported a
Cronbach's alpha of .96 for the total scale in a study surveying 1200 university
students, and .86 by Khalil (2005) in a study conducted in Palestine. Results of
factor analysis for the SILL have been conflicting (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002;
Woodrow, 2005). While Oxford maintains a six-factor structure for the SILL,
other researchers discuss a lack of evidence for the six-factor structure (El-Dib,
2004; Woodrow, 2005).

14. Statistical data analyses used in the study of second language acquisition have
been rigorous, and include ANOVA (Ehman & Oxford, 1989, Khalil, 2005),
MANOVA. (Nisbett, Tindall, & Arroyo, 2005), MANCOVA (Pintrich & De

Groot, 1990), and structural equation modeling (Tremblay & Gardner, 1995;
Gardner, Tremblay, & Masgoret,1997), and factor analysis (El Dib, 2004).

15.Although demographic

characteristics,

language-learning

strategies,

and

motivation have been shown to increase second language acquisition, the
influence of all three variables is rarely examined in one study (Gardner,
Tremblay, & Masgoret, 1997).
These conclusions flowed from the review of the literature.

The following

recommendations for future study were made in light of the conclusions drawn from the
review of the literature.

Recommendations
Propositions in the second language acquisition model by Krashen (1 985) and the
language-learning strategy framework by Oxford (1990) can be extended to include other
variables, such as the motivation construct, as developed by Gardner (1 985), and gender,
followed by empirical validation of the propositions. The literature produced mixed
results regarding Krashen's second language acquisition (SLA) model, which proposes
that more comprehensible input, with the affective hypothesis acting as a filter, increases
knowledge in a second language, and improves academic achievement in a foreign
language (Carol, 2003; Krashen, 1985).

A critical analysis of the literature was

conducted regarding the relationship between comprehensible input within the second
language acquisition model and the cognitive language-learning process, including the
distinction between learning and acquisition as part of Krashen's SLA model (Ellis,
1994; Mclaughlin, 1992; Zimmerman, 1990; Zimmerman 1997). Furthermore, a meta-

analysis was conducted and organized by strategy type and its relationship to the specific
hypotheses in Krashen's SLA model, and its effect on the expected course grade of
second language learners.
There have been conflicting results related to the construct validity of the Strategy

Inventory for Language Learners (SILL) (El-Dib, 2004; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002;
Woodrow, 2005). Exploratory factor analysis was conducted observing the number of
factors that emerged. Although reliability has been established for the subscales that
comprise the motivation construct, no estimates of reliability are available for the total
motivation construct. Reliability for both the motivation subscales and total scale were
established.
Although construct validity has been established for the total Attitude Motivation
Test Battery (AMTB) scale (Gardner, 1985), limited evidence is available for the
motivation construct. Evidence of convergent validity and exploratory factor analysis
were conducted to test its multidimensionality, and establish the construct validity of the
motivation construct.
The language-learning strategies model and the Motivation Construct can serve as
useful propositions to explain expected second language acquisition (Chamot &
O'Malley, 1990; El-Dib 2004; Gardner 1985; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997;
Hashimoto, 2002; Krashen, 1985; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey & Daley, 2000; Oxford &
Shearin, 1994; Oxford, 1990; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004; Wenden, 1999).
Language-learning strategies and motivation served as an important linkage to
achievement in foreign language acquisition (Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997;
Hashimoto, 2002; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey & Daley, 2000; Oxford & Shearin, 1994;

Oxford, 1990). It has been noted that "good language learners" have a high frequency of
language-learning strategies (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin 1975).
While language-learning strategies and motivation have been found to be powerful
predictors of second language achievement (Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997;
Hashimoto, 2002; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey & Daley, 2000; Oxford 62 Shearin, 1994;
Oxford, 1990), few studies were found to examine language-learning strategies,
motivation, as well as attribute variables such as demographic characteristics
simultaneously. Therefore an explanatory (correlational) study was conducted to explain
the relationship among demographic characteristics, motivation, and frequency of use of
language-learning strategy.
Although all six of the language-learning strategies identified by Oxford (1990)
have been found to be strong contributors to second language acquisition, rnetacognitive
strategy has been found to be the most influential in improving students' learning and
reading in the target language (Chamot & O'Malley 1990; Fisher, Frey, & Williams
2002; Oxford, 1990, Pressley, 2000; Shearer, Ruddell, & Vogt, 2001; Slater & Horstman,
2002). Therefore an explanatory (correlational) study was conducted testing the order of
importance of the SILL language-learning strategies in predicting second language
acquisition.
Conflicting empirical results were found about the relationship between gender
and language-learning strategies of second language acquisition students (El Dib, 2004;
Nisbet, Tindall & Arroyo, 2005; Shmais, 2003).

Some studies found women and men

displayed no significant differences within the six categories of strategies (El Dib, 2004;
Nisbet, Tindall & Arroyo, 2005; Shmais, 2003), while others found less frequent strategy

use among women compared to men (Tercanlioglu, 2004). Some studies reported gender
differences based on strategy type, such as women using more memory, cognitive
compensator, and metacognitive strategies (El Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005). Therefore, a
non-experimental, quantitative, exploratory (causal-comparative) study was conducted
with gender as a context specific variable determining whether women have a significant
higher frequency of use of language-learning strategies than men for the total Strategy
Inventoryfor Language Learning (SILL) and for each of the six individual strategies.
Proposed Research Strategy
Several of the recommendations above were implemented for this study. An
explanatory (correlational) and exploratory (comparative) research design was proposed
to test hypotheses related to the following: 1) the influence of learning strategies,
motivation, and attribute variables on expected course grade; 2) the order in which
language-learning strategies may predict language acquisition; and 3) the difference in
frequency of strategy used between men and women.
First, to address the shortage of empirical literature where several variables that
affected second language acquisition (expected course grade) were tested simultaneously,
stepwise multiple regression analyses was used to test for an explanatory relationship
between student demographic characteristics, language experience, motivation, languagelearning strategy used, and expected course grade.
Second, to test whether metacognition was a stronger predictor of second
language acquisition (expected course grade) than other language-learning strategy types,
hierarchical multiple regression was used to examine the order of importance of the six

language-learning strategies in predicting the expected course grade of English-speaking
college students who are learning a romance language.
Finally, to address the conflicting empirical results found between gender and
language-learning strategies, the study included gender as a context specific variable
determining whether women had a significant higher frequency of use of languagelearning strategies than Inen for the total SILL, and for each of the six individual
strategies.

Independent samples t-tests were used to test whether women have

significantly higher frequency of use of language-learning strategies (total SILL score and
each individual strategy) than men.
In addition, there have been conflicting results regarding the construct validity of

the Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL) (Oxford, 1990), as well as limited
evidence about the construct validity of the Motivation construct by Gardner (1990).
Evidence of construct validity for the Motivation construct and its three sub scales, as
well as the SILL and its six individual strategies, was established using exploratory factor
analysis. The theoretical framework that will be used to guide this study is presented in
the following section.
Theoretical Framework
Krashen's Second Language Acquisition Theory (1982) consists of the following
five hypotheses to explain the process of second language acquisition: 1) the AcquisitionLearning Hypothesis; 2) the Monitor Hypothesis; 3) the Natural Order Hypothesis; 4) the
Input Hypothesis; and 5) the Affective Filter Hypothesis. These five hypotheses explain
I

how certain internal (innate ability to decode between languages) and external (simplified

material taught to the learner) factors either enable or hinder the second or foreign
language-learning process (Krashen, 1985, 2004).
Language acquisition in first or primary language occurs as a natural result of
extended exposure to language (Krasllen 1982, Chomsky 1986, Hakuta, 1986). Second
Language Acquisition Theory found that extended exposure is very important in
developing language in a student regardless of age. It may occur with some ease wit11
children more than adults, but the constant mimicry of sounds and utterance of a new
language can only be facilitated through constant interaction, exposure, and practice of
the target language (Breclit, Davidson, & Ginsberg 1993, Chamot & O'Malley, 1990,
Wenden, 1999). This theory established that the more hours of exposure to the target
language, the greater the performance and achievement in the second or foreign language
learning classroom (Brecht, Davidso11, & Ginsberg 1993; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990;
Krashen, 1994; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 2000; Wenden, 1999).
Cognitive Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1989), which stems from Social
Cognitive Theory (Bandura & Walter, 1963) has been extensively cited and empirically
tested. Bandura's work focuses heavily on behavior and methods to stimulate behavioral
change, such as motivation (Bandura, 1989). His theory is comprised of the following
three guiding principles: 1) understand and predict individual and group behavior; 2)
identification of methods where behaviors can be modified or changed; and 3) the
development of personality, behavior, and health promotion (Bandura, 1977, 1989).
Gardener's Second Language Acquisition Theory (1985) contains the following
five constructs: 1) integrativeness; 2) attitude towards learning the language; 3) desire to
learn the language; 4) instrumental orientation, which refers to an interest in language-

learning for pragmatic reasons; and 5 ) language anxiety, which refers to the anxiety
reaction of the individual when called upon to use the target language. These constructs
have been shown to have an affect on second or foreign language achievement (Gardner,
Masgoret & Tremblay, 1997; Hashimoto, 2002). The socio-educational second language
acquisition model was a catalyst for the development of the Attitzlde Motivation Test

Battery (AMTB), which was created to assess various individual variable differences
within the second language-learning classroon~(Gardner, 1985; Gardner, Masgoret &
Tremblay, 1997; Hashimoto, 2002)
Language-learning strategies are techniques or steps taken by the student to
improve their own learning (Oxford, 1990; Rubin 1975). The term language-learning
strategies has been used extensively in Oxford's research study to include naturalistic
practices such as guessing and memory strategies which Oxford posits are equally useful
to both learning and acquisition language skills (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Oxford,
1990). Many researchers have sought to classify the language-learning strategies in
general, but Oxford (1990) created the most comprehensive classification of strategies
called the Strategy Inventory for Language Learners (SILL), which contains six types of
strategies, classified into two sub-groups of direct and indirect strategies. The three subscales classified as direct language-learning strategies are memory, cognitive, and

compensation, and the three sub-scales classified, as indirect language-learning strategies
are metacognitive, affective, and social strategies.

A number of factors have been shown to influence performance in the second or
foreign language classroom. Gardner (1985) found motivational components such as
attitudes towards learning the language, desire to learn the language, and motivational

intensity had a positive influence on performance in the language-learning classroom.
Other researchers have also found that motivation affects performance among those in the
second or foreign language-learning classroom, with attitude as a situational support
(Gardner, 1985; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997). Bandura's SLT model (1989),
which emphasizes methods that stimulate behavioral change, such as motivation and selfperception, focuses on the strategies learners use to become self-regulated in their
learning. The factors related to this theory have been found to have an influence on
second or foreign language-learning performance (Bandura, 1989; Gardner, Hashimoto,
2002; Masgoret & Tremblay, 1997; Zimmerman, 1990). Rubin (1975) attributed the
success of "good language learners" to the set of skills and behavior that learners engaged
in, also known as strategies. A number of researchers have found a strong positive
relationship between language-learning strategies and academic achievement and
proficiency in the second or foreign language-learning classroom (Chamot & O'Malley,
1990; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 2000;
Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Wenden, 1999).
Based on the theories and models related to factors that influence second language
acquisition and because empirical studies have found that demographic characteristics
may influence performance (Arroyo, Nisbet, & Tindall, 2005; El-Dib, 2005; Khalil,
2005; Shmais, 2003; Tercanlioglu, 2004), the following proposition was tested in this
study: language-learning experiences, greater motivation, more positive attitudes, and
greater frequency of use of language-learning strategies (memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social strategies) lead to higher levels of
performance among second language learners.

Based on theoretical and empirical work by language-learning strategy
researchers, metacognitive strategies have been found to be the most frequently used
strategy among good language learners (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; El-Dib, 2005;
Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Shmais, 2003; Tercanlioglu, 2004). Few
researchers have ordered the strategies according to prediction of academic performance
in the second language-learning classroom. The second proposition tested whether
metacognition had the greatest influence on performance and whether the other strategies
fell into the following order: Metacognitive strategies having the greatest impact on the
expected course grade of second language learners, followed by social strategies,
cognitive strategies, memory strategies, affective strategies, memovy strategies, and
compensatovy strategies.
Research questions and hypotheses were proposed about factors effecting
language-learning strategy used and expected course grade. These were based on the key
gaps in the literature, the recommendations addressed in this study, and the theoretical
framework used to guide this study. A hypothesized model of the relationship between
demographic characteristics, language learning experience, motivation, language-learning
strategies, and expected course performance of second language learners followed the
hypotheses (see Figure 2-1).

Research Questions
RQ 1 What are the demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences,
motivation, second language-learning strategies used (memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, aflective, and social strategies), and expected
course grade of English-speaking college students learning a romance language?
RQ 2 Does expected course grade differ significantly according to the demographic
characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation, or language-learning
strategies of English-speaking college students learning a romance language?

RQ 3 Does the frequency of language-learning strategies used differ significantly
according to the demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, or
motivation, of English-speaking college students learning a romance language?
RQ 4 Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and motivation,
significant explanatory variables of the frequency of use of language-learning
strategies (memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social)
of English-speaking college students learning a romance language?
RQ4a Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
memory language- learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQ4b Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
cognitive language learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQ4c Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
compensation language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQ4d Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
metacognitive language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQ4c Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
affective language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQ4f Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
social language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking college
students learning a romance language?

Hypotheses

H1

Demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, motivation, and
frequency of use of language-learning strategies (memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social strategies) are significant

explanatory variables of the expected course grade of English-speaking college
students learning a romance language.
H2

Of the six language-learning strategies explanatory variables, the order of
importance in predicting the expected course grade of English-speaking college
students learning a romance language is as follows: metacognitive strategies>
social strategies >cognitive strategies>memory strategies>affective memory>
compensation strategies.

H3

Women will have significantly higher frequencies of use of language-learning
strategies (total SILL score and each individual SILL strategy) than will men.
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and Language-Learning Experience

I

Gender

r
Motivation

Language-Learning Strategies
Direct Learning Strategies
Indirect Learning Strategies
Memory

Cognitive

Compensation

I.
.I
I.

i.
j.
i.

Metacognitive Affective

Social

I. .

v v
Course Performance

Figure 2-1.

Hypothesized model of the relationship between demographic

characteristics, language-learning experiences, motivation, language-learning strategies,
and expected course performance of second language learners.

Chapter I1 provided a review of the literature and theoretical framework leading to
the propositions tested via the research questions and hypotheses addressed in this study.
The major gaps in the literature limited primarily to a shortage of empirical studies
focused on the relationship between individual language-learning strategies and
performance as well as a shortage of studies that simultaneously examined various factors
that have been shown to influence performance. The theoretical framework presented in
this section emphasized the relationship between sociopsychological factors, languagelearning theories, and performance. Chapter 111 presents the methodology employed in
answering the research questions and testing the hypotheses for this study about the
relationship between the frequency of language-learning strategy use and expected course
grade among English-speaking college students learning a romance language.

CHAPTER 111
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Chapter 111 presents a description of the research methods used in this study of the
relationship among motivation, language-learning strategies and expected course grade
among English-speaking college students learning a romance language. The research
questions and hypotheses, which appear at the end of Chapter 11, evolved from the gaps
in the literature. This chapter begins with a discussion of the research design, and
continues with the study's population and sampling plan, instrumentation, data collection
procedures and ethical aspects, data analysis methods, and evaluation of this study's
research methods.
Research Design
An exploratory (comparative) and explanatory (correlational) research design was
conducted. The entire accessible population of first and second year English-speaking
college students learning a romance language was invited to participate in a survey to
answer the research questions and test the hypotheses. The final data-producing sample
was self-selected, consisting of those who both agreed to participate and returned the
survey and students that were present on the day of data collection.
The Second Language Acquisition Survey has four parts (see Appendix A).
Demographic variables of gender, age, college grade level, college major, race, and
ethnicity was measured by Part I: Demographic Characteristics, developed by the
researcher (RQI, attribute variables in RQ2, and RQ3, and explanatory variables in RQ 4
and HI). Language-learning experience was measured by Part 11: Language-Learning
Experience and Expected Course Grade, developed by the researcher (Research Question

1, attribute variables in RQ 2 and RQ3, and explanatory variables in RQ 4 and
Hypothesis 1). Part I1 also measured expected course grade (dependent variable in RQ2,
HI and H2). Motivation (RQI, independent variable in RQ 2 and RQ3, explanatory
variable in RQ4 and H l ) was measured by the Motivation scale from the AMTB (Part I11
of the survey), developed by Gardner (1985). Language-Learning Strategies (Part I11 of
the survey) was measured by the Strategy Inventory for Language Learners (SILL),
developed by Oxford (1990). (RQI, independent variable in RQ2, dependent variable in
RQ3 and H3, explanatory variable in H 1, predictor variable in H2).
To answer Research Question I, frequency distributions, measures of central
tendency, and variability was used to report the demographic characteristics, languagelearning experience, motivation, second language-learning strategies used (memory,
cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, afective, and social strategies), and expected
course grade of English-speaking college students learning a romance language. Separate
analyses were conducted for the total scale, direct and indirect learning strategies, and the
six individual learning strategies.
To answer Research Question 2, independent t-tests (for two group comparisons
such as gender and ethnicity), ANOVA with LSD and Scheffe post hoc comparisons (for
three or more group comparisons such as race) was used to see if expected course grade
differs significantly according to the demographic characteristics, language-learning
experiences, motivation, or language-learning strategies of English-speaking college
students learning a romance language. Separate analyses were conducted for the total
scale, direct and indirect learning strategies, and the six individual learning strategies.

To answer Researclz Question 3, independent t-tests (for two group comparisons
such as gender and ethnicity), ANOVA with LSD and Scheffe post hoc comparisons (for
three or more group comparisons such as race) was conducted to see if the frequency of
language-learning strategies used differs significantly according to the demographic
characteristics, motivation, or language-learning experiences of English-speaking college
students learning a romance language. Separate analyses were conducted for the total
scale, direct and indirect learning strategies, and the six individual learning strategies.
To answer Research Question 4, multiple regression analyses with the stepwise
method were used to see if demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences,
and motivation, are significant explanatory variables of the frequency of use of languagelearning strategies (memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, afective, and social
strategies) used by English-speaking college students learning a romance language.

Separate regression analyses will be conducted for the total scale, direct and indirect
learning strategies, and the six individual learning strategies.
To test Hypothesis I, multiple regression analyses using the stepwise method was
used to examine whether demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences,
motivation, and frequency of use of language-learning strategies (memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, afective, and social strategies) are significant explanatory

variables of the expected course grade of English-speaking college students learning a
romance language.
To test Hypothesis 2, multiple regression analysis using the hierarchical (forward)
method was used to examine the order of importance of the six language-learning

strategies in predicting the expected course grade of English-speaking college students
learning a romance language.
To test Hypotl~esis3, independent samples t-tests were used to test whether
women had significantly higher frequency of use of language-learning strategies (total
SlLL score and each individual strategy) than men.
Cronbach's alpha was used to provide estimates of the internal consistency of the
total SILL, direct and indirect strategies, and each of the six individual language-learning
strategies and the motivation scales. Factor analysis was conducted to test for the
emergence of six factors and to establish construct validity for the SlLL and for the
motivation scales.
Population and Sampling Plan

Target Population
The target population for this study consists of English-speaking college students
learning a romance language as part of their studies at George Mason University in
northern Virginia. Average semester enrollment of college students learning a romance
language is approximately 1,039 students.

The languages offered at the university

include Spanish, French, Italian, Latin, German, Chinese, Japanese, Russian, and Arabic.
The target population for this study was approximately 697 first and second year Englishspeaking college students who are enrolled in Romance Language classes. Generally
speaking, Romance languages consist of those languages rooted in Latin, such as
Spanish, Portuguese, French, Italian, and Romanian (FCPS, 1991). Table 3-1 shows
estimated average semester enrollment of first and second year English-speaking college

students learning a romance language of the four Romance languages offered at the
university, as well as enrollment in non-Romance languages.

Table 3- 1
Average Semester Enrollment of Second Language Lenmer,s
~p

Student Enrollment

Average
Freshman
per Semester

Romance Languages

Average
Sophomore
per Semester

Total
Average
Per
Semester

YO

314

383

697

67%

Spanish

182

266

44 8

64%

French

90

80

170

24%

Italian

32

24

56

8%

'Latin

11

14

24

3%

210

188

342

33%

Non-Romance Languages
Total

599

571

1039

100%

Accessible Population
For this study, the plan was to invite the entire target population to participate.
The actual enrollment of college students in the Spanish, French and Italian classes was
759, higher than the estimated 697 students. However, the accessible population was
limited to students whose instructors provided the researcher with written consent to
access their classrooms. Students who were in attendance the day of administration of
the survey participated in the study. This resulted in an accessible population of 256
students, rather than 759.

Sampling: Total Accessible
There was no sampling plan for this study. The accessible population and the
data producing consisted of the students whose professors agreed to participate in the
study. The final data-producing sample consisted of the students who were present
during data collection and whose professors consented to participate in the study.
Because the entire accessible population (those of the 256 present the day of data
collection) was invited to participate, sampling errors and bias were expected to be
minimized. The final data-producing sample was self-selected, based on those who
agreed to participate in the study. Of the 256 surveys distributed, a total of 255 were
returned, for a 99.6% response rate. The researcher administered the Second Language
Acquisition Survey to the accessible population during the last 20 minutes or less of class

time. The students' identities were kept confidential from the researcher during data
collection, students were asked not to provide any identifying information.
Sample Size
An adequate sample size is necessary for at least two reasons--to conduct data
analysis and for external validity. This study included the use of multiple regression
analyses to answer research questions and test hypotheses. There were 14 explanatory
variables including six demographic characteristics (attribute variables), previous
language-learning experience, motivation, and the six language-learning strategies
(memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social strategies) in this

study. To estimate the minimal sample size needed to conduct multiple regression
analysis the number of explanatory variables was multiplied by 20 (Garson, 2007).
Based on that requirement, the calculation was 20 x 14 = 280. Another formula used for

estimating sample size to conduct multiple regression analysis was based on having a
number of cases greater than eight times the number of independent variables plus 50
(Green, 1991). Based on this requirement, the calculation was 50 + (8 x 14) = 162.
To estimate the sample size needed to conduct exploratory factor analysis, the
number of items in the longest scale was identified. This was the 50-item Strategy
Inventovy for Language Learning. For exploratory factor analysis, the range was 3 to 20
times the number of items, or in this case, 150 to 1000 (Mundfrom, Shaw, & Ke, 2005).
To estimate the sample size needed for population validity, based on a population
size of 697, according to Gay and Airasian (2001), an adequate sample size would be 248
for a population of 700, but a sample size of 500 would be an even more confident
sample size (p. 135). In summary, to conduct the statistical analysis, and to ensure a
sufficient size sample based on the population size, a range of 280 to 500 represented an
adequate and optimal total sample range, respectively.
Eligibility Criteria and Exclusion Criteria
Inclusion criteria. Prospective participants were included in the study if they met
the following criteria:
1. Were 18 years old or older.
2. Were English-speaking college students learning a Romance language as a

second language.
3. Were able to read and write in English.
4. Were present in class on the date of data collection.
Exclusion criteria. Prospective participants were not included in the study if they
met the following criteria:

1. Were under 18 years of age.

2. Were not English-speaking college students learning a Romance language as a
second language.
3. Were unable to read and write in English.

4. Were not present in class on the date of data collection.
Setting
The survey was distributed to first and second year English-speaking college
students who were taking Romance languages while the students were in their respective
Romance language classes. Average class size at the four-year state university is 20-25
students. The length of the class period ranges between 50 minutes (MWF) and an hour
and 15 minutes (TR), which provided sufficient time to complete the survey.
Instrumentation

This study included the use of a four-part survey, organized as follows: 1) Part 1:

Demographic Characteristics, completed by the participants for use in describing the
sample and setting characteristics, and exploring the influence of demographic
characteristics on participant responses; 2) Part 2: Language-Learning Experience and

Expected Course Grade, asked participants to self-report previous language learning
experience and expected course grade for the purpose of exploring the relationship
between these variables and language-learning strategy; 3) Part 3: Motivation, which is a
measurement scale adapted from part of the Motivation construct from the

Attitude/Motivation Test Battey (AMTB) developed by Gardner (1985); and 4) Part 4:
Language Learning Strategies which used the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
(SILL) developed by Oxford (1990) to measure the use of language-learning strategies.

Table 3-2 shows the constructs, instrument developers, measures, and number of items
and score range for the Second Language Acquisition Survey.
Table 3-2

Constructs of the Second Language Acquisition Survey
Part

Construct

1

Demographic
Characteristics

2

Language-Learning
Experiences

Instrument
Developers

Researcher

Measures

Number o f
Items and Score
Range
(6 variables)

Fill in the Blank: Age,
College Major
Dichotomous: Gender,
Ethnicity

2

Multiple Choice: Race,
Grade Level

2

Researcher
Years studied the
language (Fill in the
Blank)

and

Expected Course Grade
Expected Course Grade
(1 1 point letter grade
scale)
3

Motivation

Gardner, R.,
1985

Motivational Intensity

3-point degree of effort,
rating scale
3-point degree of effort,
rating scale
7-Point Likert-type
Rating Scale

Desire to Learn the
Language
Attitudes Toward
Learning the Language
4

Language Learning
Strategies
Direct Strategies
Memory
Cognitive
Colnpensation
Indirect Strategies
Metacognitive
Affective
Social

Oxford, R.,
1990

5 - Point Likert-type
Rating Scale

1
A to F (4.0 to 0)
30
(30-130)
10 (10-30)
10 (10-30)
10 (10 to 70)

50
50 - 250
29-145
9
14
6
21 (21-105)
9
6
6

Part 1: Demographic Characteristics
There are six variables that were measured by Part I, Demographic
Characteristics (see Appendix A, Part I).

Participants were asked to provide their

gender, age, college grade level, college major, race, and ethnicity for the purpose
determining whether a relationship existed among the demographic characteristics of the
sample and language-learning strategy use. Age was measured in years, with respondents
filling in the blank for that question. Participants also Indicated their college major by
filling in the blank. Those who were undecided checked a box with that option to avoid
the question potentially going unanswered.

Gender and ethnicity were dichotomous

variables, where participants checked one of two boxes. For the college grade level and
race, respondents selected the multiple-choice answer that best described them, by
putting a checkmark in front of that answer.
Part 2: Language-Learning Experience and Expected Course Grade
Two variables were measured by Part 2, Language-Learning Experience and
Expected Course Grade (see Appendix A, Part 11). Participants were asked to self-report
previous language-learning experience and expected course grade for the purpose of
exploring whether a relationship existed between these variables and was measured by
students filling in the blank with the number of years spent studying the language, their
primary language, and the number of languages spoken.

Students provided their

expected course grade by selecting the appropriate grade from an 1I-point letter grade
scale, with assigned quality points ranging from 0 for an F to 4.0 for A.

Part 3: Motivation
Description

Part 3 of the survey about the motivation of English-speaking college students
who are second language learners was measured using the Motivation construct from
Gardner's Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) (1985). The Motivation construct
consisted of 30 items, with scores ranging from 30 to 130, where low scores are
associated with low motivation toward learning a second language, and higher scores are
associated with higher motivation toward learning a second language. The Motivation
construct was comprised of the following three subscales: 1) Motivational Infensity; 2)
Desire to Learn the Language; and 3) Attitudes Toward Learning the Language.

Two of the subscales, Motivation Intensity, and Desire to Learn the Language,
use a 3-point degree of effort rating scale, with items scored as 1, 2, or 3. The other
subscale, Attitudes Toward Learning the Language, used a seven-point Likert-type scale
with the following seven response categories: Strongly Disagree; Moderately Disagree;
Slightly Disagree; Neutral; Slightly Agree; Moderately Agree; and Strongly Agree. The
numeric assignment for each response category depended upon whether the item was
positively or negatively worded, and ranges from 1 to 7. Each of the three sub scales also
contained five positively worded items, and five negatively worded items. Sub scale
scores ranged from 10 to 30 for the multiple-choice format, and 10 to 70 for the Likerttype scale format.
The Motivational Intensity sub-scale consisted of a three-point degree of effort
rating scale, which consisted of items worded in a multiple-choice format and was
presented in a random order (Gardner 1985). Each of the ten items had three response

choices that are scored from 1 to 3. Total scale scores ranged from 10 to 30. Higher
scores represented considerable effort made towards learning the second language while
a lower score displayed insignificant effort towards learning the second language
(Gardner, 1985; Gardner, Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997). A sample of the 3 point degree
of effort rating scale was "I actively think about what I have learned in my French class,"
with choices of response being a) very frequently (3 points); b) hardly ever (lpoint); or c)
once in a while (2 points) (Gardner, 1985, Appendix A.2).
The Desire to Learn the'Language sub-scale also a 3-point degree of effort rating
scale consisted of items presented in random order (Gardner 1985). Again, each item
choice was scored from 1 to 3, so that total scale scores ranged from 10 to 30. Higher
scores represented considerable effort made learning the second language while lower
scores indicated an insignificant effort towards learning the second language (Gardner,
1985; Gardner et al., 1997).

A sample item was "During French class, I would like"

with response choices of a) to have a combination of French and English spoken
(2points); b) to have as much English as possible spoken (lpoints); or c) to have only
French spoken (3points) (Gardner, 1985, Appendix A.2).
The Attitudes Toward Learning the Language scale also consisted of ten items,
but unlike the other two motivation subscales, this scale used a seven-point Likert scale
with the following response categories: Strongly Disagree; Moderately Disagree; Slightly
Disagree; Neutral; Slightly Agree; Moderately Agree; and Strongly Agree (Gardner,
1985). This sub scale contained five positively worded items (report numbers of items),
and five negatively worded items (report the numbers of items) making it a total of 10
items. A sample of a positively worded item was "Learning French is really great,"

(Gardner, 1985, Appendix A.1), where Strongly Disagree=l; Moderately Disagree=2;
Slightly Disagree=3; Neutral=4; Slightly Agree=5; Moderately Agree=6; and Strongly
Agree=7. A sample of a negatively worded item was "I hate French7" where Strongly
Disagree=7; Moderately Disagree=6; Slightly Disagree=5; Neutral=4; Slightly Agree=3;
Moderately Agree=2; and Strongly Agree=l (Gardner, 1985; Gardner et al., 1997). The
possible range of scores was 10 to 70 with higher scores indicating a more positive
attitude towards learning the target language than lower scores (Gardner, 1985).
Reliability

Gardner et al. (1997) conducted a study of 82 female and 20 male university
students enrolled in introductory French and reported separate coefficient alphas for each
of the three Motivation construct sub-scales, but did not report coefficient alphas for the
total Motivation construct. The reported Cronbach's alpha for the Motivation Intensity
scale was .76 (Gardner et al., 1997). For Desire to Learn the Language (desire to learn
French DLF) the calculated Cronbach's alpha was .78 (Gardner et al., 1997). The
reported Cronbach's alpha for Attitude toward Learning the Language (Attitude towards
Learning French, ALF) was 3 6 .

For this study, estimates of reliability for the total

Motivation construct and its three subscales were reported.
Validity

Although validity had been established for the total AMTB scale (Gardner, 1985),
limited evidence was available for the Motivation construct. Gardner (1985) reported
evidence of convergent validity of the motivation construct with four measures using a
sample of approximately 5,000 middle and high school students. The four measures and
their correlations to the Motivation construct were as follows: 1) French Grade (.53); 2)

French Achievement (.50); 3) Speech Fluency (.56); and 4) Self-Reported French
Proficiency (.64). This study examined evidence of convergent validity by correlating
Motivation scores with expected course grade.
Although Gardner had treated Motivation as a three-dimensional construct
comprised of Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn the Language, and Attitude Toward
Learning the Language (Gardner, 1985), Gardner and Tremblay (1995) used structural
equation modeling to expand the motivation construct. Results suggested that while the
.85 loading of Motivational Intensity on the latent variable of Motivational Behavior
indicated that Motivational Intensity reflects Motivational Behavior, the variables of
Desire to Learn the Language and Attitude Toward Learning the Language (Valence)
mediated the relationship between Language Attitudes and Motivational Behavior
(Gardner & Tremblay, 1995). In this study, further evidence of construct validity for the
Motivation construct and its three sub-scales was established using exploratory factor
analysis to test multidimensionality of the Motivation construct.
Part 4: Language Learning Strategies
Description

Part 4, Language-Learning Strategies, was measured by the Strategy Inventory
for Language Learning (SILL),which was developed for the United States Army Defense
Language Institute, to measure the use of language-learning strategies before and after
language training (Oxford, 1990). There are two versions of the SILL, a 50-item scale for
those learning English as a second or foreign language, and an 80-item scale for native
English speakers learning a second or foreign language (Oxford, 1990; Shmais, 2003).
This study utilized the 50-item version of the SILL.

The 50-itern SILL is a 5-point rating scale consisting of all positively worded
items. Response categories are the following: 1= never or almost never true of me; 2=
usually not true of me; 3= somewhat true of me; 4= usually true of me; and 5= always or
almost always true of me. Total SILL scale scores ranged from 50 to 250. Higher scores
indicated greater use of strategy inventory items, while lower scores indicated a less use
of strategy inventory items (Oxford, 1990).
The SILL contained six sub scales organized rnto direct and indirect languagelearning strategies (Oxford, 1990; Shmais, 2003). The three sub-scales classified as
direct language-learning strategies are Memory (9 items), Cognitive (14 items), and
Compensation (6 items) strategies. There are a total of 29 items classified as direct
language-learning strategies, with scores ranging from 29 to 145. Higher scores indicated
greater use of direct language-learning strategies, while lower scores indicated less use of
direct language learning strategies (Oxford, 1990).
The three sub-scales classified as indirect language-learning strategies are
Metacognitive (9 items), AfSective (6 items), and Social (6 rtems) strategies. There are a
total of 21 items classified as indirect language-learning strategies, with scores ranging
from 21 to 105.

Higher scores indicated greater use of indirect language-learning

strategies, while lower scores indicated less use of indirect language-learning strategies
(Oxford 1990).
Memory strategies such as grouping or using imagery have a highly specific
function: helping students store and retrieve new information (grouping, sounds in
memory, structured review and physical response) (Oxford, 1990; Shmais, 2003).
Cognitive strategies, such as summarizing or reasoning deductively, enabled learners to

understand and produce new language by many different means. This strategy was said
to be responsible for internal mental processes and the production of taking notes and
messaging (repeating, quick retrieval of information and analyzing) (Oxford, 1990;
Chamot & O'Malley, 1990). Compensation strategies, like guessing or using synonyms,
allow learners to use the language despite their often-large gaps in knowledge (Oxford,
1990; Shmais, 2003).
Metacognitive strategies allow learners to control their own cognition-that is, to

coordinate the learning process by using functions such as centering, arranging, planning,
and evaluating (Oxford, 1990; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Wenden 1999; Shmais, 2003).
Affective strategies help to regulate emotions, n~otivations,and attitudes, and Social

strategies help students learn through interaction with others (Oxford, 1990).
Reliability
Using the original 121-item scale, Oxford and Nyikos (1989) reported a
Cronbach's alpha of .96 for the total scale in an experimental study using 1,200 English
speaking undergraduate university students, studying various foreign languages.

A

Cronbach's alpha of .86 for the total scale was reported by Khalil (2005), who used an
Arabic translation of the 50-item SILL (version 7.0), in an experimental study of 378
Palestinian students (194 high school and 184 university). For this study, Cronbach's
alphas were calculated for the total scale, direct and indirect subscales, and each of the
six strategy subscales.
Validity
Results of factor analysis for the SILL have been conflicted (Hsiao & Oxford,
2002; Woodrow, 2005). While Oxford maintains a six-factor structure for the SILL, other

researchers discussed a lack of evidence for the six-factor structure (El-Dib, 2004;
Woodrow, 2005). Using an Arabic translation of the 50-item SILL, results of factor
analysis from the non-experimental study of 750 Kuwaiti college students by El-Dib
(2004) resulted in eight factors explaining 42.1% of the variance. Based on the debate
surrounding the six-factor structure, exploratory factor analysis was conducted as part of
this study to further test the construct validity of the SILL by seeing how many factors
emerged (this is multidimensionality of this scale).
For this study, exploratory factor analyses were conducted for total six strategies,
and two separate exploratory factor analysis for each of the three direct and the indirect
strategies.
Procedures: Ethical Considerations and Data Collection Methods

The following section describes ethical considerations that were taken to account
for the protection of all participants. Additionally, each step in the data collection
process is discussed in sequence.

1. Obtaining permission to use the instruments in this study was the first required
action before obtaining IRB approval and collecting data (see Appendix D for
approvals).

2. The successful defense of the research study proposal was the next step in the
dissertation process.
3. Obtaining permission to use the site for data collection was the next required step.
The George. Mason University for this study required the following before
researcher was granted permission to use the site (see Appendix E for
permission):

a. A letter from the Lynn University department chair confirming researcher
status in good standing as a Ph.D. student at Lynn University was sent to
the chair of the Department of Modem and Classical Languages at GMU.
b. A brief proposal outlining the proposed dissertation and the nature and
extent of the research study conducted at GMU.

The chair of the

Department of Modem and Classical Languages was provided a copy of
the approved dissertation proposal, along with a letter from the
researcher's dissertation chair confirming that proposal's approved status.
c. A copy of the authorization to conduct this research from the Institutional
Review Board of Lynn University. Lynn University's IRB did not grant
IRE3 approval without first receiving approval from the GMU's HSRB.

The researcher consulted Dr. Farazmand (IRB) on the proper procedure
for this step.

4. Obtaining permission to use the site institution's name in the dissertation was the
next step.

5. The next required step was to obtain approval for the study from each institution's
review board. Data collection began upon approval:
a. Lynn University's Institutional Review Board. The following required
forms and the research protocol was submitted to the Lynn University
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects (IRB) for
review and approval.

. IRB Form

1 - Application and Research Protocol for Review of

Research Involving Human Subjects in a New Project IRE3 (IRB Form I
included a request for waiver of documentation of signed consent).
Form 2 - Requested Exemption
The Authorization for informed consent (Appendix F).
b. GMU's Human Subjects Review Board. The following required form was
submitted to the site institution's HSRB for review and approval.
Human Subjects Application Form - Application for Human Subjects
Research Review, available from

http://research.~mu.edu/ORSP/docs/Human%2OS~ib~ects%2OApplicatio
n%20Form200608 17.doc
There was not a required form for exempt research. This research study
was classified as exempt under the guidelines provided by the target
institution at

http://research.~n1u.edu/ORSP/docs/Exempt%2OResearch200608
17.doc
Written consent from instructors allowing the researcher to access their
classrooms was collected and submitted to the GMU HSRB prior to obtaining
approval and access to enter the romance language classrooms at GMU.

6. Following approval from both institutions, the researcher coordinated data
collection with the chair and instructors.
a. The respective classroom instructor made an announcement to the
students, inviting their participation in the study. The researcher was
located in the back of the classroom to answer any questions students had

before the survey. There were no identifiers on the survey to identify
participants. The survey was distributed to the students during the last 15
to 20 minutes of class time.
b. The survey consisted of the survey itself (see Appendix A), along with the

HSRB authorization for voluntary consent form, which described the
purpose, procedures, and duration of the survey (see Appendix F). The
survey took respondents between 15 and 20 minutes to complete. The
authorization for voluntary consent form informed participants of the
minimal risk (time to complete the survey and the possibility of sensitive
questions) and the potential benefits associated with the study. The benefit
of the contribution of knowledge about the relationship between
motivation, language-learning strategies, and expected course grade
outweighed the risk of the slight discomfort participants experienced
during the survey. The ultimate goal of this study was to contribute to
knowledge about motivation, language-learning strategies, and expected
course grade among English-speaking college students learning a romance
language.

Participants' rights to voluntary participation, and to ask

questions about the research were fully addressed.

Participants were

advised their participation would result in neither a financial gain nor loss.
Participants were informed of the procedures for completing and returning
the survey.

Participants were informed that because the survey was

confidential, they should not include any identifiers on the survey.

Because there were no identifiers in the survey, a request was made to IRB
to waive documentation of a signed consent.
c. The instructor and the researcher left the room.
d. Students were provided with a box in which to deposit their survey upon
completion.
7. The data collection process was conducted three weeks and was not longer than

one year after IRB approval.
8. The start date for this study was April 2, 2008, following final IRB approval on
the same day and the end date was April 24,2008.
9. Within one month of the conclusion of completion of data collection, the

researcher submitted the Lynn University IRB Report of Termination of Project.
10. Data analyses were performed as described in the data analysis section using
SPSS 16.0. Data was stored on a password-protected computer.
11. Hard copy survey data was kept at the researcher's home in a locked file cabinet.
12. Data will be destroyed after five years.
~ e t h o d of
s Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics, independent t-tests, ANOVA with post hoc comparisons
using Scheffe and LSD and stepwise multiple regression analyses were used to answer
the four research questions and test hypotheses 1 and 3. Hierarchical regression was used
to test Hypothesis 2. Data collected was analyzed using SPSS version 14.0 or later.
Additional statistical data analysis procedures included the calculation of Cronbach's
alphas and exploratory factor analysis evaluating the psychometric qualities of the scales
before analysis for research questions and hypothesis testing.

Following are the notations for the constant, unstandardized coefficient, error, and
variables related to this study used in regression analysis for RQ 3 and H 1 and H2:
Constant, unstandardized coefficient, and error:
bo=constant

O = unstandardized coefficient
€1

= error

Explanatory variables:

XI =

Gender

X2 =

Age in years

X3 =

College Grade Level

X4 =

College Major

X5 =

Race

X6 =

Ethnicity

X7 =

Language Learning Experience

Xs =

Motivation

X9 =

Frequency of Memory Language Learning Strategy Use

Xlo= Frequency of Cognitive Language Learning Strategy Use
XI I= Frequency of Compensation Language Learning Strategy Use
X12= Frequency of Metacognitive Language Learning Strategy Use
X13= Frequency of Affective Language Learning Strategy Use
Xl4

=

Frequency of Social Language Learning Strategy Use

Outcome variables:

YI =

Expected Course Grade

Y2=

Frequency of Language Learning Strategies Use

Y3=

Frequency of Memory Language Learning Strategy Use

Yd =

Frequency of Cognitive Language Learning Strategy Use

Ys =

Frequency of Compensation Language Learning Strategy Use

Y6 =

Frequency of Metacognitive Language Learning Strategy Use

Y7 =

Frequency of Affective Language Learning Strategy Use

Y8 =

Frequency of Social Language Learning Strategy Use

Reliability and Validity Analysis

Data was analyzed to see if parametric assumptions were met. Nonparametric
tests were conducted if data was not normally distributed or one of the other assumptions
were violated (Field, 2005). The non-parametric equivalent of the independent t test (two
group comparisons) is the Mann Whitney U, and the non-parametric equivalent for
ANOVA is the Kruskal-Wallis H (three or more group comparison).
Coefficient alphas were used to provide estimates of the internal consistency of
the total SILL, direct and indirect strategies, and each of the six individual languagelearning strategies and the motivation scales. According to Nunnally (1970) a "good"
coefficient alpha is one that is .SO or greater. Factor analysis using varimax rotation was
conducted to test for the emergence of six factors and to establish construct validity for
the SILL (total SILL, direct and indirect strategies) and for the motivation scales. Stevens
recommended interpreting only those factor loadings whose absolute values exceed .4 (as
cited in Field, 2005). Factor loadings were suppressed below .4 unless there were items
that failed to load onto any factor. Factor loadings were suppressed below .3 or .35 to

permit low loading items to load onto a factor. Motivation and expected course grade
were correlated to establish convergent validity. Internal consistency for expected course
grade was established using parallel forms reliability.
Research Questions
Research Question 1

What are the demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences,
motivation, language-learning strategies used (memory, cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, affective, and social strategies), and expected course grade of Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language?
Measures of frequency distributions, measures of central tendency, and variability
were used to report the demographic characteristics, language-learning experience,
motivation, language-learning strategies used (memory, cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, affective, and social strategies), and expected course grade of Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language. Separate analyses were
conducted for the total scale, direct and indirect learning strategies, and the six individual
learning strategies.
Research Question 2

Does expected course grade difSer significantly according to the demographic
characteristics, language learning experience, motivation, or language-learning
strategies o f English-speaking college students learning a romance language?
Independent t-tests (for two group comparisons such as gender and ethnicity),

ANOVA with LSD and Scheffe post hoc comparisons (for three or more group
comparisons such as race) were used to see if expected course grade differs significantly
according to the demographic characteristics, language learning experience, motivation,

or language-learning strategies of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language. Separate analyses were conducted for the total scale, direct and indirect
learning strategies, and the six individual learning strategies.
Research Question 3

Does the frequency of language-learning strategies used difer significantly
according to the demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, or
motivation, o f English-speaking college students learning a romance language?
Independent t-tests (for two group comparisons such as gender and ethnicity),
ANOVA with LSD and Scheffe post hoc comparisons (for three or more group

comparisons such as race) to see if the frequency of language-learning strategies used
differs significantly according to the demographic characteristics, motivation, or
language-learning experience of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language. Separate analyses were conducted for the total scale, direct and indirect
learning strategies, and the six individual learning strategies.

Research Question 4

Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and motivation
sign$cant explanatory variables of the frequency of use of language-learning strategies
(memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, afective, and social) of Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language?
RQ4a Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
mernovy language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?

RQdb Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of tlie frequency with which
cognitive language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQllc Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
compensation language-learning strategies are used by Englis11-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQ4d Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
metacognitive language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQ4c Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
affective language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
RQdf Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and
motivation, significant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
social language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking college
students learning a romance language?

Multiple regression analyses with the stepwise method were used to see if
demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and motivation, are
significant explanatory variables of the frequency of use of language-learning strategies
(memoly, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, afective, and social) used by English-

speaking college students learning a romance language. Separate regression analyses
were conducted for the total scale, direct and indirect learning strategies, and the six
individual learning strategies.
Before variables were entered into the regression models correlations with the
dependent variable was examined. For continuous variables Pearson r was used. For
categorical variables eta correlation was used first. Then for categorical variables with

significant or trend relationships, dummy variables were created, then Pearson r was
conducted for each of the dummy variables with the dependent variables. This resulted in
identifying variables entered into the regression models. The VIF and Tolerance in each
regression model was examined, and highly correlated variables removed, and the
regression analysis reruned to find the best explanatory model.
The regression model for Research Question 4 used the following equation, where
Y,is used in place of the individual outcome variables (Y2,Y3,Y4, Y 5 ,Y6, Y7, and Y8) for
each of the sub research questions:
Y, = (bo + blX1 + b2X2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X5+ b&6

+ b7X7 + b&) + E;

Hypotheses
Hypothesis I

Demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation, and
frequency of use of language-learning strategies (memory, cognitive, compensation
rnetacognitive, affective, and social strategies) are signiJicant explanatory variables of
the expected course grade of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language.
Multiple regression analyses using the stepwise method was used to examine
whether demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation, and
frequency of use of language-learning strategies (memovy, cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, affective, and social strategies) are significant explanatory variables of the
expected course grade of English-speaking college students learning a romance language.
The regression model for Hypothesis 1 will use the following equation:

Hypothesis 2

Of the six language-learning strategies explanatory variables, the order of
importance in predicting the expected course grade o f English-speaking college students

learning a romance language is as follows: metacognitive stmtegies> social strategies
>cognitive strategies>memory strategies>affective memoly> compensation.

Multiple regression analysis using the hierarchical (forward) method was used to
examine the order of importance of the six language-learning strategies in predicting the
expected course grade of English-speaking college students learning a romance language.
Standardized Beta values were reported based on their relative importance in the model
(highest to lowest) (Field, 2005). The regression model for Hypothesis 2 used the
following equation:

Y ~ = ( b +b&g+b~oX~o+
o
~ I I X+I b12X12+b1fi13+b14X14)
I
+ F;
Hypothesis 3

women will have significantly higherfrequencies of use of language-learning
strategies (total SILL score and each individual SILL strategyl than will men.

Seven independent samples t-tests were used to test whether women have
significantly higher frequencies of use of language-learning strategies (total SILL score
and each individual strategy) than men.

Evaluation of Research Methods

A study's internal validity is related to the ability to control for the potential effect
of variables other than the independent variable on the dependent variable (Gay &

Airasian, 2000). A study's external validity is related to the ability of the results to be
generalized beyond the sample (Gay & Airasian, 2000). As a non-experimental study,
this study lacked the level of internal validity found in experimental designs. The
purpose of the research methods was to improve the strength of the cause-effect
relationship between the independent and dependent variables and to improve population
and ecological validity. The internal and external validity of this study were examined by
evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of the research methods. The research methods
that either strengthened or threatened internal and external validity were described.
Internal Validity
Strengths

1. The explanatory nature of the research questions in examining the relative
contribution of the independent and attribute variables, which includes sample
characteristics, was strength of this study.
2. The use of correlational (explanatory) and causal-comparative (exploratory)
research represents strength. However, it was not as strong as an experimental
study with randomization, controls, and manipulation of the independent variable.
3. The instruments used in this study had evidence of good estimates of reliability

providing strength to the study. Instruments were further evaluated by calculating
Cronbach's alphas, conducting exploratory factor analysis, and by analyzing those
findings.

Corrected item-total correlations were reviewed, especially where

reverse-coded items yield low item-total correlations.

4. The statistical procedures used in data analysis (multiple regression) related to the

research questions and hypotheses testing are rigorous, representing an internal
strength of the study.
5. The anticipated data producing sample size of 280 to 500 students is a strength,

and is sufficiently large enough to conduct the multiple regression and factor
analyses plaimed for the study.
6. The use of a homogeneous sample of English-speaking college students who are
second language learners in a Romance language classroom decreases the
potential effects of extraneous variables.

Weaknesses
1. One of the instruments used in this study had limited evidence of validity,
representing a weakness to the study. This study looked for hrther evidence of
construct validity for the Motivation scale, using exploratory factor analysis to
test multidimensionality of the Motivation construct.

Corrected item-total

correlations were reviewed, especially where reverse-coded items yield low itemtotal correlations.
External Validity
Strengths
1. Both population and ecological (setting) validity were strengthened by surveying

the entire accessible population, increasing the ability to generalize results to the
target population.

2. The survey occurred in a natural (classroom) environment, avoiding the threats to
external validity associated with laboratory settings.
3. The anticipated data producing sample size of 280 to 500 students is a strength to
external validity based on the size of the target population (Gay & Airasian,
2001).
Weaknesses
1. Because the final data-producing sample was self-selected (those agreeing to

participate from the accessible population), a selection bias was introduced,
representing a threat.
2. The use of a homogeneous sample of English-speaking college students leaming a

romance language represented a threat to external validity because results can't be
generalized beyond that particular sample.
Chapter 111 presented the research methods employed in answering the research
questions and testing the hypotheses for this study about the relationship between selfdirected learning strategies and English-speaking college students who are leaming a
romance language. Chapter IV presents the results of the data analyses performed as part
of this study. In addition to providing the results of analyses related to answering the
research questions and testing the hypotheses, descriptive statistics of the accessible
population and instrumentation and results of analyses of the psychometric characteristics
of the instruments used in this study are presented.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Chapter 1V presents the results related to the research questions and hypotheses
from the study about the relationship among motivation, language-learning strategies and
expected course grade among English-speaking college students learning a romance
language. Descriptive statistics, including measures of central tendency and frequency
distributions, were used to answer research question one about the demographic
characteristics of the sample.

Independent t-tests (for two group comparisons such as

gender and ethnicity), ANOVA with LSD and Scheffe post hoc comparisons (for three or
more group comparisons such as race) were used for research question two and three
where separate analyses were conducted for the total scale, direct and indirect learning
strategies, and the six individual learning strategies. Multiple regression analyses were
used to answer research question four and to test the hypothesized relationships between
the independent variables and the dependent variable. Other analyses conducted were
reliability analysis and exploratory factor analysis.
Final Data-Producing Sample
The target population for this study consisted of an estimated 697 students
learning a romance language (Spanish, French, Italian, and Latin) at George Mason
University. Because none of the students learning Latin participated in this study, the
adjusted estimated enrollment for the target population was 674 students. The actual
enrollment of English-speaking college students in the Spanish, French, and Italian
classes was 759. The actual enrollment among the three languages was comprised of 20
sections of level I and II language classes. There were eight sections of Spanish, seven

sections of French, and five sections of Italian. Average actual enrollment per classroom
was 16 students. The comparison of actual enrollment to estimated enrollment of the
target population is shown in Table 4-1.
Table 4-1
Comparison of Estimated to Actual Enrollment in Romance Language Classes

Language

Estimated
Enrollment

Actual
Enrollment

Difference
(number of
students)

674

759

+85

Difference
YO

Spanish
French
Italian
Total

Although the actual enrollment was higher than projected, access to students was
limited to the classes for which e-mailed approval had been obtained from the individual
instructor. This resulted in an accessible population of 256 students. Of the 256 surveys
distributed, a total of 255 were returned, for a response rate of 99.6%. Only one student
returned a survey without completing it. The final data-producing sample consisted of

255 students from Spanish, French, and Italian language classes. These 255 participants
came from 20 sections (classrooms) of level I and I1 language classes, and represented
33.6% of total enrollment. Data was collected from 8 sections of Spanish, 7 sections of
French, and 5 sections of Italian. Students studying Italian represented the highest
participation rate (81.4%). The differences in the number of students enrolled and the
final data-producing sample are shown in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2

Comparison of Actual Enrollment and Data Producing Sample by Language
Oo
/

Language

Actual
Enrollment

Data Producing
Sample

(Data Producing
SamplelActlial
Enrollment)

Spanish
French
Italian

The proportion of participants studying French most closely matched the
proportion of the actual enrollment, with a difference of only 6.4%, while the proportion
of participants studying Spanish least closely matched the proportion of the actual
enrollment, with a difference of -22.6%. The difference in the proportion of students
from each of the languages is shown in Table 4-3.
Table 4-3

Comparison of Actual Enrollment Proportion and Data Prodzrcing Sample Proportion by
Language

Actual Enrollment
Proportion
YO

Data Producing
Proportion
%

Proportion Who
Participated (Data
Producing Sample Actual Enrollment
Proportion)

Spanish

61.8%

39.2%

-22.6%

French

26.9%

33.3%

+6.4%

Italian

1 1.3%

27.5%

+16.2%

Language

Psychometric Analysis of the Survey Instruments

Reliability and Validity of tlze
Motivation Construct
Reliability of the Motivation Construct
Cronbach's alpha was calculated for the total Motivation Construct, and for each
of the three subscales (Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn the Language, and

Attitudes Toward Learning the Language) by total sample, by gender, and by language.

A Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good" reliability (Field, 2005). For
the total sample, Cronbach's alphas ranged from ,646 to .936 for the total Motivalion

Construct and its subscales.
Calculated Cronbach's alpha for the total Motivation Construct was .940 for male
students and ,929 for female students. The Attitudes toward Learning a Language
subscale had the highest Cronbach's alpha score for male respondents (a = .95 1) as well
as female respondents (a = .941). The Motivational Intensity subscale had the lowest
Cronbach's alphas for both male (a = ,616) and female ( a = ,644) respondents. It was
discovered that item 9 in the Motivational Intensity subscale had the incorrect response
categories, making it a bad item. In light of this finding, item 9 was not included in any
analyses related to answering the research questions or testing the hypotheses, and
reliability was recalculated for Motivational Intensity.

Cronbach's alphas for the

Motivation Construct by gender are summarized in Table 4-4.

Table 4-4
Summarized Results of Reliability Analyses for the Total Motivation Construct and
Motivation Subscales: By Gender

Scale

Male

Female

Total Sample

n=80

n=163

Motivational Intensity

.616

.644

.646

Desire to Learn the Language

,855

,857

,863

Attitudes Towards Learning the
Language

,951

.94 1

.946

Total Motivation Construct

.940

,929

,936

n= 244

The calculated alphas for the Motivation Construct for Spanish were .613, for
French ,700, and for Italian ,643. The Attitudes Toward Learning a Language subscale
had the highest Cronbach's alpha score by language for English-speaking college
students learning Spanish ( a = .953), French (a = .943), and Italian (a = ,927).

The

lowest Cronbach's alpha was again for the Motivational Intensity subscale for all three
languages, Spanish ( a = .613), French ( a = .700), and Italian ( a = ,643). As previously
stated, item 9 in the Motivational Intensity subscale had incorrect response categories;
making it a bad item. Therefore item 9 was not included in any analyses related to
answering the research questions or testing the hypotheses.

Calculated Cronbach's

alphas for the Motivation Construct by language are summarized in Table 4-5.

Summarized Results of Reliability Analyses for the Total Motivation Construct and
Motivation Subscales: By Language

Spanish

French

Italian

Total
Sample

n=98

n=82

n=64

n= 244

Motivational Intensity

.6 13

.700

,643

,646

Desire to Learn the Language

.828

,883

.79 1

,863

Attitudes Towards Learning the
Language

,953

,943

,927

,946

Total Motivation Constn~ct

,613

,700

,643

.936

Scale

Detailed reliability analyses for each of the Motivation subscales and total
Motivation Construct are presented for the total sample in the following sections. Results

of reliability analyses for MotivationalIntensity are presented next, followed by Desire to
Learn the Language, and Attitudes Toward Learning the Language.

Total motivation construct. A Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has
"good" reliability (Field, 2005). The Cronbach's alpha for the total sample of the
Motivation Construct was .936. Corrected item-total correlations should usually be

greater than .30 (Garson, 2007).

The Motivation Construct had three corrected item-

total correlations below .40 (Baillie, 1997) for the total sample. Two of them, item six,
"If my professor wanted someone to do an extra Spanisl-dFrenchIItalian assignment, I
would

. . ." and item 7, "After I get my Spanish/French/Italian assignment back, I . . ."

would not cause the total scale alpha to increase if deleted. Item 9, "If there were a local
Spanish/French/Italian T.V. station I would . . ." had a corrected item total correlation of ,353, and would cause the alpha to increase to ,940 if deleted. As previously stated, it

was discovered that the response categories for item 10 had been given for item 9;
therefore item 9 was not included in any analyses related to answering the research
questions or testing the hypotheses.

Corrected item-total correlations for the total

Motivation Construct for the total sample of are shown in Table 4-6.

Table 4-6
Correctedlteln-total Cor~*elations,for
the Motivation Constrt~ct:Total Sample (N=227)
Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
1. 1 actively think about what I have been learning in my (Spanish, French,
Italian) class:
2. If (Spanish, French, Italian) were not taught in school, 1 would:
3. When I have a problem understanding something we are learning in
(Spanish, French, Italian) class, 1:
4. When it comes to (Spanish, French, Italian) homework, 1:
5. Considering how I study (Spanish, French, Italian), 1 can honestly say
that I:
6. If my professor wanted someone to do an extra (Spanish, French,
Italian) assiglunent, 1 would:
7. After 1 get my (Spanish, French, Italian) assignment back, 1:
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

.

18.
19.

When 1 am in (Spanish, French, Italian) class, 1:
If there were a local (Spanish, French, Italian) T.V. station I would:
When I hear a (Spanish, French, Italian) song on the radio, 1 :
During (Spanish, French, Italian) class, I would like:
If I had the opportunity to speak (Spanish, French, Italian) outside of
school, 1 would:
Compared to my other courses, I like (Spanish, French, Italian):
If there were a (Spanish, French, Italian) club in my school, I would:
If it were up to me whether or not to take (Spanish, French, Italian), 1
would:
1 find studying (Spanish, French, Italian):
If the opportunity arose and I knew enough (Spanish, French, Italian), 1
would watch (Spanish, French, Italian) TV programs:
If 1 had the opportunity to see a (Spanish, French, Italian) play, I would:
If there were (Spanish, French, Italian) speaking families in my
neighborhood, 1would:

20. If I had the opportunity and knew enough (Spanish, French, Italian), 1
would read (Spanish, French, Italian) magazines and newspaper:
21. Learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is really great.
22. I really enjoy learning (Spanish, French, Italian)
23. (Spanish, French, Italian) is an important part of the school program
24. I plan to learn as much (Spanish, French, Italian) as possible
25. I love learning (Spanish, French, Italian)
26. I hate (Spanish, French, Italian)
27. 1 would rather spend my time on subjects other than (Spanish, French,
Italian)
28. Learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is a waste of time
29. I think that learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is dull
30. When 1 leave school, 1 shall give up the study of (Spanish, French,
Italian) entirely because I am not interested in it.
a = ,936

Alpha if
Item
Deleted
,934

Motivational intensity. A Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has

"good" reliability (Field, 2005). Among the total sample of English-speaking college
students learning a Romance language, the Cronbach's alpha for Motivational Intensity
was .646. Corrected item-total correlations should usually be greater than .30 (Garson,
2007).

The Motivational Intensity sub-scale had seven corrected item-total correlations

below .40 (Baillie, 1997). However, item 9 "If there were a local Spanish/French/ltalian
T.V. station I would . . ." had a corrected item total correlation of -.256 and would cause
the alpha to increase to .724 if deleted. As stated earlier, it was discovered that the
response categories for item 10 had been given for item 9; therefore, item 9 was not
included in any analyses related to answering the research questions or testing the
hypotheses. Corrected item-total correlations for the total Motivational Intensity subscale for English-speaking college students learning a romance language are shown in
Table 4-7.

Corrected Item-total Correlations for Motivational Intensity: Total Sample

Item

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if Item
Deleted

1. 1 actively think about what I have been learning in my
(Spanish, French, Italian) class:

2. If (Spanish, French, Italian) were not taught in school, 1
would:
When 1 have a problem understanding something we are
learning in (Spanish, French, Italian) class, I:
4. When it comes to (Spanish, French, Italian) homework,
1:
3.

5.

Considering how I study (Spanish, French, Italian), 1 can
honestly say that 1:
6. If my professor wanted someone to do an extra
(Spanish, French, Italian) assignment, 1 would:
7. After 1 get my (Spanish, French, Italian) assignment
back, I:

8. When I am in (Spanish, French, Italian) class, 1:
9. If there were a local (Spanish, French, Italian) T.V.
station I would:
10. When I hear a (Spanish, French, Italian) song on the
radio, 1 :

Revised rnoti~lationalintensity. Among the total sample of English-speaking

college students leaming a Romance language, the Cronbach's alpha for Motivational
Intensity was .65 when correlated with item 9, which is below the .7 to .8 needed for a

scale to demonstrate good reliability (Field, 2005). However, item 9 "If there were a
local Spanish/French/Italian T.V. station I would

.

. ." had a corrected item total

correlation of -.256 and would cause the alpha to increase to .724 if deleted. Since it was
discovered that the response categories for this item was incorrect, the reliability analysis
for this sub-scale was rerun, omitting item 9.

The Cronbach's alpha for revised

Motivational Intensity was .72, bringing the alpha score above the suggested .7 to .8

representing good reliability. Corrected item-total correlations should usually be greater
than .30 (Carson, 2007). When item 9 was removed and re-correlated with the other
items, the sub-scale had items 4, 6, 8 and 10 corrected item-total correlation below.40,
and item 7 below .30 making a total of 5 corrected item-total correlation below .40. As
stated earlier item 9 was not included in any analyses related to answering the research
questions or testing the hypotheses. Corrected item-total correlations for the revised
Motivational Intensity sub-scale for English-speaking college students learning a

romance language are shown in Table 4-8.

Table 4-8
Corrected Item-total Correlations,for Revised Motivational Intensity: Total Sample

ltem

1.

I actively think about what I have been learning in my
(Spanish, French, Italian) class:

2.

If (Spanish, French, Italian) were not taught in school, 1
would:
When I have a problem ~~nderstanding
something we are
learning in (Spanish, French, Italian) class, I :
When it comes to (Spanish, French, Italian) homework,
considering how I study (Spanish, French, Italian), I can
honestly say that I:
If my professor wanted someone to do an extra (Spanish,
French, Italian) assignment, I would:
After I get my (Spanish, French, Italian) assignment
back, I:

3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

8. When I am in (Spanish, French, Italian) class, I:
10. When I hear a (Spanish, French, Italian) song on the
radio. I :

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if ltem
Deleted

Desire to learn the language. A Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has
"good" reliability (Field, 2005). The Cronbach's alpha for the total sample of the Desire

to Learn the Language sub-scale was 263. Corrected item-total correlations should
usually be greater than .30 (Garson, 2007). The Desire to Learn the Language sub-scale
had one corrected item-total correlation, item 19, below .40, but alpha would not increase
if it were deleted (Baillie, 1997).

This sub-scale had good reliability. Corrected item-

total correlations for the total Desire to Learn the Language sub-scale for Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language are shown in Table 4-9

Table 4-9

Corrected Item-total Correlationsfor Desire to Learn the Language: Total Sample
Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
11. During (Spanish, French, Italian) class, 1 would like:
12. If I had the opportunity to speak (Spanish, French, Italian) outside of

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

school, 1 would:
Compared to my other courses, I like (Spanish, French, Italian):
If there were a (Spanish, French, Italian) club in my school, I would:
If it were up to me whether or not to take (Spanish, French, Italian), 1
1 find>tudying (Spanish, French, Italian):
If the opportunity arose and I knew enough (Spanish, French, Italian), I
would watch (Spanish, French, Italian) TV programs:
If I had the opportunity to see a (Spanish, French, Italian) play, I would:
If there were (Spanish, French, Italian) speaking families in my
neighborhood, I would:

20. If l had the opportunity and knew enough (Spanish, French, Italian), I
would read (Spanish, French, Italian) magazines and newspaper:

Alpha if
Item
Deleted

Attitudes towards learning the language. A Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates
a scale has "good" reliability (Field, 2005). The Cronbach's alpha for the total sample of
the Attitudes Towa~"dsLearning the Language sub-scale was ,946. Corrected item-total
correlations should usually be greater than .30 (Garson, 2007).

The Attitudes Towards

Learning the Language sub-scale had no corrected item-total correlations below .40
(Baillie, 1997).

This sub-scale had very good reliability, with total correlation scores

ranging from ,660 to ,882.

Corrected item-total correlations for the total Attitudes

Toward Learning the Language for English-speaking college students learning a romance
language are shown in Table 4- 10.

Table 4- 10

COI-rectedItem-total Corr-elationsfor Attitudes Toward Learning the Language: Total
Sample

Item

21. Learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is really great.
22. I really enjoy learning (Spanish, French, Italian)
23. (Spanish, French, Italian) is an important part of the school
24. I plan to learn as much (Spanish, French, Italian) as possible
25. I love learning (Spanish, French, Italian)
26. I hate (Spanish, French, Italian)
27. I would rather spend my time on subjects other than (Spanish,
28. Learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is a waste of time
29. I think that learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is dull
30. When I leave school, I shall give up the study of (Spanish,
French, Italian) entirely because 1 am not interested in it.

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if
Item
Deleted

,836
374
,660
,829
,882
215
,677
,725
.749
.759

,938
.936
.946
,938
,935
,939
,946
,943
.942
.942

Validity of the Motivation Construct
Total sample. For the total sample eigenvalues, (which shows how evenly the

variances are distributed indicating the importance of a factor, creating a determinant
threshold) indicated two factors, explaining 40.1% of the total variance, and the scree
plot, (the graph on which eigen values are plotted against) indicated three to four factors
(Fields, 2005, p. 198, 632). Item factor loadings ranged from -.635 to. 819. Sub-scale
names were assigned to these factors by the researcher based on the most common
characteristic shared by the items. Factor one was named Feeling and Attitude Towards
the Language because the items pertained to attitudes and emotions while learning the
language. Ten of the Attitudes Towards Leal-ning the Language items (21 to 30) loaded
onto this factor. Factor two was named Initiatives Taken to Learn he Language. Of the
six items (9, 10, 14, 17, 18, and 20) that loaded onto factor two, four items (14, 17, 18,
and 20) pertained to desires and self-motivated acts towards learning the target language.
Factor three was named Intrinsic-Motivating Actions Towards Learning the Language.
All of the items (one, three, four, and five) that loaded onto Factor three were from the
Motivational Intensity sub-scale. Factor four was named Opportunity taken to learn the
language, which included four items (eight, eleven, twelve, and nineteen) within which
three pertained to desires and self-motivating actions taken to learn the target language.
The fifth and final factor, which included items (six and seven) pertaining to "going the
extra-mile," was named Initiatives Taken to Excel in the Target Language. The
Motivational sub-scale factor loadings for English-speaking college students learning a
romance language are shown in Table 4-1 1.

Table 4- 1 1

Factor Item Loadings for the Motivational Construct: Total Sample (N =227)

Feeling and
Attitude towards
the language

Item

I.

2.
3.

0

.
I

4.

I actively think about what I
have been learning in my
(Spanish, French, Italian) class:
If (Spanish, French, Italian)
were not taught in school, I
would:
When I have a problem
understanding something we are
learning in (Spanish, French,
Italian) class, I :
When it comes to (Spanish,
French, Italian) homework, I:

5.

Considering how I study
(Spanish, French, Italian), I can
honestly say that I:
6 . If my professor wanted someone
to do an extra (Spanish, French,
Italian) assignment, I would:
7. After I get my (Spanish, French,
Italian) assignment back, I:
8. When 1am in (Spanish, French,
Italian) class, I:
9. If there were a local (Spanish,
French, Italian) T.V. station I
would:

Continued

,404

Initiatives taken to
Learn the
Language

Intrinsic-Motivating
actions towards
learning the language

Opportunities
taken to learn the
language

Initiatives taken to
Excel in the target
language

Table 4- 11 (Continued)

Item

10. When I hear a (Spanish, French,
Italian) song on the radio, I :
11. During (Spanish, French, Italian)
class, I would like:
12. If I had the opportunity to speak
(Spanish, French, Italian)
outside of school, I would:
13. Compared to my other courses, 1
like (Spanish, French, Italian):
14. If there were a (Spanish, French,
Italian) club in my school, I
would:
15. If it were up to me whether or
not to take (Spanish, French,
Italian), I would:
16. I find studying (Spanish, French,
Italian):
17. If the opportunity arose and I
knew enough (Spanish, French,
Italian), I would watch (Spanish,
French, Italian) TV programs:
18. If I had the opportunity to see a
(Spanish, French, Italian) play, I
would:
19. If there were (Spanish, French,
Italian) speaking families in my
neighborhood, I would:

Continued

1
Feeling and
Attitude towards
the language

2
Initiatives taken to
Learn the
Language

Component
3
4
Intrinsic-Motivating
Opportunities
actions towards
taken to learn the
learning the language
language

.610
,433
,472

5

Initiatives taken to
Excel in the target
language

Table 4-11 (Continued)
Component

Item

L

0

w

20. If I had the opportunity and
knew enough (Spanish, French,
Italian), I would read (Spanish,
French, Italian) magazines and
newspaper:
21. Learning (Span~sh,French,
Italian) is really great.
22. I really enjoy learning (Spanish,
French, Italian).
23. (Spanish, French, Italian) is an
important part of the school
program.
24. I plan to learn as much (Spanish,
French, Italian) as possible.
25. I love learning (Spanish, French,
Italian).
26. I hate (Spanish, French, Italian).
27. I would rather spend my time on
subjects other than (Spanish,
French, Italian).
28. Learning (Spanish, French,
Italian) is a waste of time.
29. I think that learning (Spanish,
French, Italian) is dull.
30. When 1leave school, I shall give
up the study of (Spanish, French,
Italian) entirely because I am not
interested in it.

1

2

3

4

5

Feeling and
Attitude towards
the language

Initiatives taken to
Learn the
Language
,696

Intrinsic-Motivating
actions towards
learning the language

Opportunities
taken to learn the
language

Initiatives taken to
Excel in the target
language

,819
,811

,644
.766
,812
,805
.701
,772
.748
,736

Reliability and Validity of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
Reliability of tlze SILL
Cronbach's alpha was calculated for the total Strategy Inventory for Language

Learning (SILL) and for each of the six subscales (Memory, Cognitive, Compensation,
Metacognitive, Afective, and Social learning strategies) by total sample, by gender, and
by language. The SILL scale had calculated Cronbach's alphas of .93 for the total
sample. Male respondents (a= .94) had slightly higher Cronbach's alpha scores than
female respondents (a= .93). A Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good"
reliability (Field, 2005). A summary of Cronbach's alphas for the total SILL and the
subscales is shown in Table 4-12.

Table 4- 12
Summarized Reszrlts of Reliabilit?,Analysesjor the Total SILL by Total Sample, Gender,
and Language
-

Cronbach's Alpha
Scale

Male

Female

Spanish

French

Italian

Total
Sample

n= 79

n= 170

n= 96

n= 82

n= 68

n= 246

Memory Strategies

.794

,683

,745

.759

,670

,734

Cognitive Strategies

n= 79
,859

n= 169
,819

n= 98
,847

n= 82
202

n= 69
.811

n= 249
,830

n= 78
,707

n= 169
.586

n= 97
,648

n= 83
590

n= 68
,635

n= 248
,627

n= 80
,888

n= 170
,882

n= 99
,902

n= 82
355

n= 70
,876

n= 25 1
,885

n= 80

n= 167

n= 98

n= 82

n= 68

n= 248

Affective Strategies

,543

.589

,556

,599

,586

,576

Social Strategies

n= 80
.8 16

n= 169
,774

n= 99
.813

n= 81
.777

n= 70
,770

n= 250
,795

n= 76

n= 159
,928

n= 93
,945

n= 79
,925

n= 64
,918

n= 236
.934

Compensation
Strategies
Metacognitive
Strategies

Total SILL

,944

Reliability of the total SILL. Cronbach's alphas were calculated for the total
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL). Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates

a scale has "good" reliability (Field, 2005). Fourteen of the 50 corrected-item total
correlations were below .40, and corrected item-total correlations should usually be
greater than .30 (Carson, 2007). If item number 26, "I make up new words if I do not
know the right one in (Spanish, French, Italian)" were deleted it would cause the
Cronbach's alpha to increase from .934 to .936. Corrected item-total correlations for the
total SILL are summarized in Table 4- 13.

Table 4-1 3
Corrected Item-Total Correlationsfor the Total SILL: Total Sample

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Memory

7.

I think of relationships between what 1 already know and new
things I learn in (Spanish, French, Italian).
I use new (Spanish, French, Italian) words in a sentence so I
can remember them.
I connect the sound of a new (Spanish, French, Italian) word
and an image or picture of the word to help me remember the
word.
I remember a new (Spanish, French, Italian) word by making
a mental picture of a situation in which the word might be
used.
I use rhymes to remember new (Spanish, French, Italian)
words.
I use flashcards to remember new (Spanish, French, Italian)
words.
I physically act out new (Spanish, French, Italian) words.

8.

I review (Spanish, French, Italian) lessons often.

1.
2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

.541
,634
.402

,372
,265
,205
.354
,517

1 remember new (Spanish, French, Italian) words or phrases
by remembering their location on the page, on the board, or
on a street sign.
Cognitive

,367

10.

I say or write (Spanish, French, Italian) words several times.

,478

11.

I try to talk like native (Spanish, French, Italian) speakers.

.474

12.

I practice the sounds of (Spanish, French, Italian).

,595

13.

I use the (Spanish, French, Italian) words I know in different
ways.
I start conversations in (Spanish, French, Italian).

,653

I watch (Spanish, French, Italian) language TV shows spoken in
(Spanish, French, Italian) or go to movies spoken in (Spanish,
French, Italian).
I read for pleasure in (Spanish, French, Italian).

,469

.492

20.

I write notes, messages, letters or reports in (Spanish, French,
Italian).
I first skim alan (Spanish, French, Italian) passage then go back
and read carefully.
I look for words in my own language that are similar to new
words in (Spanish, French, Italian).
I try to find patterns in (Spanish, French, Italian).

2 1.

1 find the meaning of d a n (Spanish, French, ltalian) word by

.393

9.

14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.

,554

,428

,488
,457

Alpha ir
Item
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

22.

dividing it into parts that 1 understand.
1 try not to translate word for word.

1 make summaries of information that I hear or read in (Spanish,
French, Italian).
Compensation

23.

To understand unfamiliar (Spanish, French, Italian) words, I
make guesses.
When I can't think of a word during a conversation in (Spanish,
25.
French, Italian), I use gestures.
1 make up new words if I do not know the right ones in (Spanish,
26.
French, Italian).
1 read (Spanish, French, Italian) without looking up every new
27.
word.
I try to guess what the other person will say next in (Spanish,
28.
French, Italian)
If 1 can't think of a/an (Spanish, French, Italian) word, I use a
29.
word or phrase that means the same thing.
Metacognitive

24.

30.
3 1,
32.
33.
34.

I try to find as many ways as I can to use my (Spanish, French,
Italian).
1 notice my (Spanish, French, Italian) mistakes and use that
information to help me do better.
1 pay attention when someone is speaking (Spanish, French,
Italian).
I try to find out how to be a better learner of (Spanish, French,
Italian).
I plan my schedule, so 1 will have enough time to study (Spanish,
French, ltalian).
35. I look for people I can talk to in (Spanish, French, Italian).

36. 1look for opportunities to read as much as possible in (Spanish,
French, Italian).
37. I have clear goals for improving my (Spanish, French, Italian)
skills.
38. I think about my progress in learning (Spanish, French, Italian).
Affective
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.

1 try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using (Spanish, French,
Italian).
I encourage myself to speak (Spanish, French, Italian) even when
1 am afraid of making a mistake.
1 give myself a reward or treat when I do well in (Spanish,
French, Italian).
I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using
(Spanish, French, Italian).
I write down my feelings in a language-learning diary.
I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning
(Spanish, French, Italian).

Alpha if
Item
Deleted

Subscalelltem

Social
If l do not ~~nderstand
something in (Spanish, French, Italian), I
45.
ask the other person to slow down or say it again.
1 ask (Spanish, French, Italian) speakers to correct me when I
46.
talk.
1 practice (Spanish, French, Italian) with other students.
47.

48.
49.
50.

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if
Item
Deleted

,458

,933

,551

.932

,571

,932

1 ask for help from (Spanish, French, Italian) speakers.
1 ask questions in (Spanish, French, Italian).

,542

,933

.611

,932

1 try to learn about the culture of (Spanish, French, Italian)
speakers.

.505

,933

Reliability of the m e m o y language learning strategies subscale. Cronbach's

alphas were calculated for the total Memory Language-Learning Strategies (LLS).
Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good" reliability (Field, 2005). The
Cronbach's alpha score for the total Memory LLS was ,734. Four of the nine correcteditem total correlations were below .40, and corrected item-total correlations should
usually be greater than .30 (Garson, 2007). The item number six "I use flashcards to
remember new (Spanish, French, Italian) words" when deleted increased the alpha from
,734 to .748.

Corrected item-total correlations for the Memory LLS subscale is

summarized in Table 4-14.

Table 4-14

Corrected Item-Total Correlationsfor the Memory Language-Learning Strategies
Subscale

l tem

1.
2.

3.
4.

5.
6.

7.
8.
9.

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if
ltem
Deleted

1 think of relationships between what I already know and new things 1
learn in (Spanish, French, Italian)
In use new (Spanish, French, ltalian) words in a sentence so 1 can
remember them
1 connect the sound of a new (Spanish, French, Italian) word and an
image or picture of the word to help me remember the word
I remember a new (Spanish, French, Italian) word by making a mental
p i c t ~ ~of
r e a situation in whlch the word might be ~ ~ s e d
I use rhymes to remember new (Spanish, French, Italian) words
I use flashcards to remember new (Spanish, French, Italian) words
I physically act out new (Spanish, French, Italian) words
I review (Spanish, French, Italian) lessons often
1 reinemher new (Spanish, French, Italian) words or phrases by
remembering their location on the page, on the board, or on a street sign.

Reliability of cognitive language learning strategies subscale.

Cronbach's alphas

were calculated for the total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies (LLS). Cronbach's
alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good" reliability (Field, 2005). The Cronbach's alpha
score for the total Cognitive LLS was 330. Two of the fourteen corrected-item total
correlations were below .40, and corrected item-total correlations should usually be greater
than .30 (Garson, 2007). Item number 22 "I try not to translate word for word" if deleted
would increase alpha from ,830 to 337. Corrected item-total correlations for the Cognitive

LLS subscale are summarized in Table 4-1 5.

Table 4- 15
Corr~ectedItem-Total Correlations for the Cognitive Language-Leauning Strategies
Subscale

ltem

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if
ltem Deleted

1 say or write (Spanish, French, Italian) words several times.
I try to talk like native (Spanish, French, Italian) speakers.
I practice the sounds of (Spanish, French, and Italian).
1 use the (Spanish, French, Italian) words I know in different ways.
I start conversations in (Spanish, French, and Italian).
1 watch (Spanish, French, Italian) language TV shows spoken in
(Spanish, French, Italian) or go to movies spoken in (Spanish,
French, Italian).
1 read for pleasure in (Spanish, French, Italian).
I write notes, messages, letters or reports in (Spanish, French,
Italian).
1 first skim an (Spanish, French, Italian) passage then go back and
read carefully.
1 look for words in my own language that are silnilar to new words
in (Spanish, French, Italian).
1 try to find patterns in (Spanish, French, and Italian).
I find the meaning of an (Spanish, French, Italian) word by dividing
it into parts that I understand.
I try not to translate word for word.

23. 1 make summaries of information that 1 hear or read in (Spanish,
French, and Italian).

,413

,823

Reliability of compensation language-learning strategies subscale.

The

Cronbach's alphas total for the Compensation Language-Learning Strategies (LLS)
subscale was ,627. Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good" reliability
(Field, 2005). There were four items of the six corrected-item total correlations below
.40, and corrected item-total correlations should usually be greater than .30 (Garson,
2007). There were no items which, if deleted, would cause the Cronbach's alpha to

increase.

Corrected item-total correlations for the Compensation LLS subscale is

summarized in Table 4-1 6.

Table 4- 16

Corrected Item-Total Correlations,for the Compensation Language-Learning Strategies

ltem

24. To understand unfamiliar (Spanish, French, Italian) words, I
make guesses.
25. When I can't think of a word during a conversation in (Spanish,
French, Italian), 1 use gestures.
26. I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in (Spanish,
French, Italian).
27. 1 read (Spanish, French, Italian) without looking up every new
word.
28. 1 try to guess what the other person will say next in (Spanish,
French, Italian)
29. If I can't think of an (Spanish, French, Italian) word, I use a word
or phrase that means the same thing.

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if
Item
Deleted

,287

,609

,428

,554

,321

.602

,370

,579

,346

,589

,409

,567

Reliability of rnetacognitive language-learning strategies subscale.

The

calculated Cronbach's alpha total for the Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies (LLS)
subscale was ,885. Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good" reliability
(Field, 2005). There were no items with corrected-item total correlations below .40; corrected
item-total correlations should usually be greater than .30 (Garson, 2007). No items would
cause the alpha to increase if they were to be deleted. Corrected item-total correlations for
the Metacognitive LLS subscale are summarized in Table 4-17.

Table 4-1 7
Corrected Item-Total Correlationsfor the Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies

Item

30. I try to find as many ways as 1 can to use my (Spanish, French,
Italian).
31. 1 notice my (Spanish, French, Italian) mistakes and use that
information to help me do better.
32. I pay attention when someone is speaking (Spanish, French,
Italian).
33. 1try to find out how to be a better learner of (Spanish, French,
Italian).
34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study (Spanish,
French, Italian).

35. I look for people I can talk to in (Spanish, French, Italian).
36. 1 look for opportunities to read as much as possible in (Spanish,
French, Italian).
37. I have clear goals for improving my (Spanish, French, Italian)
skills.
38. I think about my progress in learning (Spanish, French, Italian).

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if
l tern
Deleted

Reliability of affective language-learning strategies subscale. The calculated
Cronbach's alpha total for the Affective Language-Learning Strategies (LLS) subscale
was .576. As previously stated, Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good"
reliability (Field, 2005). The total Cronbach's alpha indicates this subscale has poor
reliability. Five of the six corrected-item total correlations were below .40, and corrected
item-total correlations should usually be greater than .30 (Garson, 2007). None of the
items would cause the alpha to increase if they were deleted. Corrected item-total
correlations for the Affective LLS subscale are summarized in Table 4-1 8.

Table 4- 18
Corrected Item-Total Correlationsfor Affective Language-Learning Strategies
Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using (Spanish, French,
and Italian).
40. I encourage myself to speak (Spanish, French, Italian) even
when 1am afraid of making a mistake.
41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in (Spanish,
French, and Italian).
42. I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using
(Spanish, French, and Italian).
43. I write down my feelings in a language-learning diary.
44. I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning
(Spanish, French, and Italian).

Alpha if
1tern
Deleted

,337

.521

,229

,570

,542

,425

.22 1

,577

.299

,546

.3 18

.53 1

Reliability of the social language-learning strategies. The calculated Cronbach's
alpha total for the Social Language-Learning Strategies (LLS) subscale was .795.
Cronbach's alpha of .7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good" reliability (Field, 2005). None of
the six corrected-item total correlations was below .40, and corrected item-total

correlations should usually be greater than .30 (Garson, 2007). Corrected item-total
correlations for the Social LLS subscale is summarized in Table 4-19.
Table 4-19
Corrected Item-Total Correlationsfor the Social Language-Learning Strategies

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

ltem

45. If I do not understand something in (Spanish, French, Italian), I
ask the other person to slow down or say it again.
46. 1 ask (Spanish, French, Italian) speakers to correct me when I
talk.
47. I practice (Spanish, French, and Italian) with other students.

Alpha if
Item
Deleted

.406

,793

.649

,737

,518

,770

,605

.75 1

,447

,786

48. I ask for help from (Spanish, French, Italian) speakers.
49. 1 ask questions in (Spanish, French, and Italian).
50. I try to learn about the culture of (Spanish, French, Italian)
speakers.

Exploratory Factor Analysis for the SILL

Principal components analysis using varimax rotation was conducted for the total
sample of English-speaking college students to test the unidimensionality of the SILL.
The number of factors actually extracted was determined by the number of items with
eigenvalues greater than 1. Factor loadings less than .3 were suppressed to make
interpretation easier. The lower threshold was used to ensure every item loaded onto a
factor. Initial output was reviewed for singularity and multicollinearity of data. There
were no highly correlated items (r > .9), and the determinant of the correlation matrix
was greater than .9. For the total sample, the determinant of the correlation matrix was
greater than .OO 1, which is well above the recommended value of .0000 1 (Field, 2005).

For the total sample eigenvalues indicated 13 factors, explaining 64.6% of the
total variance, and the scree plot indicated five to six factors. Item factor loadings ranged
from -.3 10 to 353. Sub-scale names were assigned to these factors by the researcher
based on the most common characteristics.

Factor one was named Techniques of

Language-Learning because the items pertained to the planning, organization, and skills
applied towards learning the language. Seven of the items (lo, 34,35, 37,38,39, and 40)
loaded onto this factor. Factor two was named Social Methods of Self-assessment. O f the
seven items (30, 31, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 49) that loaded onto factor two, five items (45,
46, 47, 48, and 49) pertained to Social Language-Learning Strategies. Factor three was
named Association Language-Learning Approach. Four items (1, 19, 20, and 21) loaded
onto Factor three and three of the items (19, 20, and 21) were within Cognitive
Language-Learning Strategy sub-scale. Factor four was named Motivating Methods of
Language Learning, which included four items (15, 16, 17 and 36) that pertained to selfmotivating actions taken to learn the target language. The fifth factor, included items (2,
13, 14, 23, 32, and 33) pertaining to plans and approaches used to learn the target
language and was named Languagedearning Initiatives. The sixth factor was named
Mental Memo Strategies. The strategies in this category included items (three and four)
pertaining to the mental images language-learners use to remember words in the target
language. The seventh factor was named Emulating Language-Learning Tactics. The
items (1 1, 12, 18, and 50) in this factor pertained to mimicking tactics language learners
use to obtain near native fluency and learn the culture. The eighth factor was named
Studying-Memory Skill and had items (5,6, and 42) that pertained to remembering words
in the target language and study habits. The ninth factor was named Emotional Tactics

because it contained items (8,41,43, and 44) relating to methods language learners use to
assess their emotions. Factor ten was labeled Innovative Word Study because it contained
items (seven, nine, and twenty-five) pertaining to different methods of learning new
vocabulary in the target language. Factor eleven had two items (22, and 27) and was
labeled Creative Learning Strategies because it pertained to "guessing" word meaning in
the target language. Factor twelve had one item (28) that pertained to guessing what
others will say in the target language and was labeled Presumption Strategies. Factor
thirteen was named Word Creation and Study because the items (24, 26, and 29)
pertained to word creation and guessing methods to learning and remembering new
words in the target language. A summary of the 13 components and the new factors
names assigned to each is shown in Table 4-20.
Table 4-20

Summary ofSILL New Factor Names by Component
Component

New Factor Name

Techniques of Language Learning
Social Methods of Self-Assessment
Association Language Learning Approach
Motivating Methods
Language-Learning Initiatives
Mental Memo Strategies
E~nulatingLanguage-Learning Tactics
Studying Memory Skills
Emotional Tactics
Innovative Word Study
Creative Learning Strategies
Presulnption Strategies
Word Creation and Study

Factor loadings for each of the 50 items of the SILL are shown in Table 4-21.
122

Table 4-21
Factor Item Loadings for the SILL: Total Sample
Component
1 1 2

1 3 1 4

1 5 1 6

1 7 1 8 1 9 1 1 0 ~ 1 1 I 1 2 ~ 1 3

Item
MEM~Z
MEM-3
MEM-4
MEM-5
MEM-6
MEM-7
MEM-8
MEM-9
COG 10
I
COG-I 2
COG-1 3
COG-14
COG- 15
COG-16
COG-17
COG-18
COG-I9
COG-20
COG-2 1
COG-22
COG-23
COM-24
COM-25
COM-26
COM-27
COM-28
COM-29
MET-30
MET-3 1
MET-32
MET-33
MET-34
MET-35
MET-36
MET-37
MET-38
AFF-39
AFF-40
AFF-4 1
AFF-42
AFF-43
AFF-44
SOC-45
SOC-46
SOC-47
SOC-48
SOC-49
SOC-50

COGII

.579
.535
634
,541
.757
,853
.69 1
,359
.716
,791
,728
,414

.437
,354
,336
.420
.660
,463
,583
,678
,757
,646
,507

,545
.727
,537
,713
.579
.610

Research Questions

Research Question 1: Demographic Characteristics, Language Learning Experiences,
Motivation, Language Learning Strategies Used, and Expected Course Grade of
English Speaking College Students Who are Second Language Learners
What are the demographic characteristics, language-learning experience,
motivation, language learning strategies used (memo?,

cognitive, compensation,

metacognitive, affective, and social strategies), and expected cozrrse grade of Englishspeaking college students who are second-language learners?

Demographic Characteristics
The number of valid responses for each of the six demographic characteristics
(gender, age, grade level, major, race and ethnicity) ranged from 223 to 255. The results
were segregated according to gender and the three romance languages.

The data-

producing sample was comprised of 255 English-speaking college students. There were
82 males (32.3%) and 172 females (67.7%). The average age of the total sample was
21.84 years old. The average age of male participants was 22.45 years old, while the
average age of female participants was 21.56 years old.

Respondents

were

fairly

evenly distributed in terms of grade level. The majority of students had majors in the
humanities, social science, education, and human development areas (79.2%).

The

majority of respondents were white (83.5%), and non-Hispanic or Latino (95.1%).
Demographic characteristics by gender and total sample are shown in Table 4-22.

Table 4-22

Demographic Characteristics: Total Sample and by Gendev
Male
Demographic
Variables

Female

Frequency

"lid
Percent

Frequency

60

92.3%

152

Percent

Total Sample
Valid
Frequency
Percent

Age
18
19
20
21
22
23 and over
College Grade
Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
College Major
Undecided
Humanities &
Social Science
Health & Human
Services
Volgenau school
IT, Engineering
& College of
Science
School of
Management
College of Art &
Visual Tech
Race
White
Black or African
American
Asian
American Indian
or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian
or other Pacific
Islander
Other
Ethnicity
Hispanic or
Latino
Non Hispanic or
Latino

96.2%

212

95.1

Language-Learning Experience

Students were asked to self-report on their language-learning experience by filling
in the blank in response to questions about the following: 1) their primary language; 2)
the number of years spent studying a language; and 3) the number of languages spoken
by the student. The number of total responses was 256. Most respondents (94.9%) chose
English as their primary language, and these students were the ones included in analyses
related to the research questions and hypotheses. Most students reported speaking only
one language (60.5%).
The years spent studying a language was categorized into the following five
groups: 1) 0 to 1 year; 2) 1.5 to 2.5 years; 3) 3 to 4 years; 4) 4.5 to 5.5 years; and 5) 6
years and over. Most respondents (27.9%) fell into the 0 to 1 year category. The average
number of years respondents spent studying a language was 2.75 years. The languagelearning experience by gender for the total sample is displayed in the Table 4-23.

Table 4-23
Language-Learning Experience: Total Sample and by Gender
Male
Demographic
Variables
Primary Language
English
Other
Number of
Languages Spoken
I language
2 languages
3 languages
4 languages
5 languages
Years Studying the
Language

Frequency

n=82
78
4

Female
Percent

95.1%
4.9%

n=79
48
20
11
0
0

Frequency

n=172
163

9

Percent

94.8%
5.2%

n=167
60.8%
25.3%
13.9%
0.0%
0.0%

101
49
14
2
1

Total Sample
Valid
Frequency
Percent

n=256
243
13

94.9%
5.1%

n=248
60.5%
29.3%
8.4%
1.2%
0.6%

150
70
25
2
1

60.5%
28.2%
10.1%
0.8%
0.4%

n=82

Motivation
Motivation was measured using the Motivation construct from Gardner's
Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) (1985). The Motivation construct is comprised
of three subscales and 30 items. The response format for two of the scales, Motivational
Intensity (2117) and Desire to Learn the Language (DLL), is a three-point degree of rating
scale with total possible scores ranging from 10 to 30. The response format for Attitudes
Toward Learning the Language (ALL) is a seven-point Likert-type scale, with the first
five questions positively worded and the last five negatively worded. Possible total scale
scores for the ALL range from 10 to 70. For the total Motivation construct, possible
scores range from 30 to 130, where low scores are associated with low motivation toward

learning a second language and higher scores are associated with higher motivation
toward learning a second language. Results were analyzed for the total sample and by
gender.

Total motivation. Among the total sample, total Motivation scores ranged from
38 to 127, with a mean score of 99.21 (SD = 19.40). However, the mean score may have
been affected by an error in the response choices for item 9. The data-producing male
sample for the Molivation construct ( n = 73) produced scores that ranged from 38 to 126.
The mean score of male respondents on the Motivation construct was 93.18 (SD = 2 1.14).
The total female sample for the Motivation construct ( n = 153) produced scores that
ranged from 38 to 127.

The mean score of female respondents on the Motivation

construct was 102.21 (SD = 17.87).
Motivational intensity. Among the total sample, the total Motivational Intensity
score ranged from 14 to 29, and the mean score was 22.65 (SD 3.31). The Motivation

Intensity scores of male respondents ranged from 14 to 27, with a mean score of 21.65 (SD
3.24). The scores of female respondents ranged from 15 to 29 with a mean score of 23.14

(SD 3.25).
Desire to learn the language. Among the total sample, the total Desire to Learn

the Language score ranged from 10 to 30 with a mean score of 22.52 (SD = 4.30). The
Desire to Learn the Language score of male respondents ranged from 10 to 30 with a
mean score of 21.05 (SD = 4.35). The score of female respondents ranged from 11 to 30
with a mean score of 23.22 (SD = 4.10).

Attitudes toward learning the language. For the Attitudes Towards Learning the

Language sub-scale the scores of respondents ranged from 10 to 70 with a mean score of
54.65 (SD = 13.56). The scores of male respondents ranged from 14 to 70 with a mean

score of 51.19 (SD = 14.60). For female participants, scores ranged from 10 to 70 with a
mean score of 56.37 (SD = 12.75). The response distribution for Attitudes Toward
Learning the Language for the total sample is shown in Table 4-24.

Table 4-24
Attitudes Toward Learning the Language

Response Categories Percent Distribution
Item

3

w

o

Strongly
Disagree

1. Learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is really
great.
2. I really enjoy learning (Spanish, French, Italian)
3. (Spanish, French, Italian) is an important part of.
the school program
4. I plan to learn as much (Spanish, French, Italian)
as possible
5. I love learning (Spanish, French, Italian)
6. I hate (Spanish, French, Italian)
7. I would rather spend my time on subjects other
than (Spanish, French, Italian)
8. Learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is a waste of
Time
9. I think that learning (Spanish, French, Italian) is
Dull
10. When I leave school, I shall give up the study
of (Spanish, French, Italian) entirely because I
am not interested in it.
Total Mean Score

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Mean

Language- Learning Strategies
Language-learning strategies were measured using the Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL), developed by Rebecca Oxford (1990).

The 50-item

positively worded SILL contains six sub-scales organized into direct (Memory, Cognitive,
and Compensation) and indirect (Metacognitive, Affective and Social) language-learning
strategies (Oxford, 1990). The response format for the SILL consists of a 5-point rating
scale. Response categories are: 1= never or almost never true of me; 2= usually not true
of me; 3= somewhat true of me; 4= usually true of me; and 5= always or almost always
true of me. Total possible SILL scale scores range from 50 to 250. Higher scores indicate
greater use of strategy inventory items, while lower scores indicated a less use of strategy
inventory items (Oxford, 1990).
Among the total sample of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language (N = 236), total actual SILL scores ranged from 54 to 228, with a mean score of
147.73 (SD = 28.60). Direct Language-Learning Strategies total scores ranged from 29
to 128 with a mean score of 85.97 (SD

=

15.81). Indirect language-learning strategies

total scores ranged from 25 to 101, with a mean score of 61.92 (SD = 14.45). Descriptive
statistics for each of the six individual language-learning strategy types are presented
below, with Direct Languagedeaming Strategies resented first, followed by indirect
strategies.
Direct language-learning strategies.

Direct strategies consist of strategies

students use to directly manipulate the information received for learning, retaining and
recalling prior information.

Direct strategies consist of Memory, Cognitive, and

Compensation strategies (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Oxford, 1990). The total possible

scores for Direct Language-Learning Strategies range from 29 to 145 (Oxford, 1990).
Memory language-learning strategies. Memory Language-Learning Strategies are

strategies that use imagery and help students store and retrieve new information (Oxford,
1990; Shmais, 2003). Memory Language-Learning Strategies are comprised of nine items
with possible scores ranging from 9 to 45. Among the 246 respondents, the total Memory
strategies score ranged from 9 to 41 with a mean score of 25.92 (SD = 6.07). The

number of respondents consisted of 79 males and 166 females. The male respondents
mean score was 23.77 (SD 6.18) and the females mean score was 26.96 (SD 5.76). The
total response category for Memory Language-Learning Strategies is presented in Table
4-25.

Table 4-25

Total Memov Language-Learning Strategies
Response Categories Percent Distribution
Item

Never or
almost
never
true of
me

Usually
not true
of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of
me

Always o r
almost
always
true of
me

Mean

I think of relationships between what I already know and new things 1 learn
in (Spanish, French, Italian)
I use new (Spanish, French, Italian) words in a sentence so I can remember
them
I connect the sound of a new (Spanish, French, Italian) word and an image
or picture of the word to help me remember the word
1 remember a new (Spanish, French, Italian) word by making a mental
picture of a situation in which the word might be used
I use rhymes to remember new (Spanish, French, Italian) words
I use flashcards to remember new (Spanish, French, Italian) words
I physically act out new (Spanish, French, Italian) words
I review (Spanish, French, Italian) lessons often
I remember new (Spanish, French, Italian) words or phrases by
remembering their location on the page, on the board, or on a street sign.

Total Mean Score

25.92

Cognitive language-learnirzg strategies.

Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies

are approaches used by the language-learner to enable the learner to understand and produce
new language by many different means. This strategy is responsible for internal mental
processes and the production of taking notes and messaging (Oxford, 1990; Chamot &
O'Malley, 1990). Cognitive strategies are comprised of 14 items with possible scores
ranging from 14 to 70. The total Cognitive Langtrage-Learning Strategies score for the 249
participants ranged from 14 to 68 and had a mean score of 41.47 (SD = 9.23). The sample
consisted of 79 males with a mean score of 39.38 (SD = 9.25) and 169 females with a mean
score of 42.45 (SD

=

9.1 1).

The response category for Cognitive Language-Learning

Strategies is displayed in table 4-26.

Table 4-26
Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies
Response Categories Percent Distribution
Item

Never or
almost never
true of me

Usually not
true of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of
me

Always or
almost
always true
of me

10.
11.
12.
13.

9.6%

13.5%
18.3%
17.9%
17.1%

23.1%
23.1%
26.7%
37.3%

28.7%
207.0?'
22.3%
29.4%

25.1%
24.3%
23.5%
8.7%

I say or write (Spanish, French, Italian) words several times.
I try to talk like native (Spanish, French, Italian) speakers.
1 practice the sounds of (Spanish, French, Italian).
I use the (Spanish, French, Italian) words I know in different
ways.
14. 1 start conversations in (Spanish, French, Italian).
15. 1 watch (Spanish, French, Italian) language TV shows
spoken in (Spanish, French, Italian) or go to movies spoken
in (Spanish, French, Italian).
16. I read for pleasure in (Spanish, French, Italian).
17.1 write notes, messages, letters or reports in
(Spanish, French, Italian).
18 I first skim an (Spanish, French, Italian) passage then go
back and read carefully.
19. I look for words in my own language that are similar to
new words in (Spanish, French, Italian).
20. I try to find patterns in (Spanish, French, Italian).
2 1. I find the meaning of an (Spanish, French, Italian) word
by dividing it into parts that I understand.
22. I try not to translate word for word.
23. I make summaries of infonnation that I hear or read in
(Spanish, French, Italian).
Total Mean Score

13.5%
9.6%
7.5%

Mean

Compensation language-learning strategies. compensation Language-Learning

Strategies are strategies that allow learners to use the language despite their often-large
gaps in knowledge (Oxford, 1990; Shmais, 2003).

There are six items within

Compensation Language-Learning Strategies with a possible score of 6 to 30. The total

score for the 248 participants for Compensation scale ranged from 6 to 30 and had a
mean score of 18.28 (SD = 4.05). The 248 participants consisted of 78 males with a
mean score of 17.94 (SD = 4.27) and 169 females with a mean score of 18.41 (SD =
3.95). The response and mean scores by Compensation Language-Learning Strategies
are represented in table 4-27.

Table 4-27
Compensation Language-Leavning Strategies
Response Categories Percent Distribution
Item

24
25.
26.
27
28
29

To understand unfamiliar (Spanish, French,
Italian) words, I make guesses.
When I can't think of a word during a conversation
in (Spanish, French, Italian), I use gestures.
1 make up new words if I do not know the right
ones in (Spanish, French, Italian).
I read (Spanish, French, Italian) without looking
up every new word.
I try to guess what the other person will say next in
(Spanish, French, Italian).
If I can't think of an (Spanish, French, Italian)
word, 1 use a word or phrase that means the same
thing.

Total Mean Score

Never or
almost never
true of me

Usually not
true of me

Somewh
at true of
me

Usually
true of
me

Always or
almost always
true of me

Mean

5.6%

8.7%

34.5%

38.1%

13.1%

3.44

10.8%

14.3%

23.5%

33.9%

17.5%

3.33

30.0%

23.6%

19.2%

20.0%

7.2%

2.51

13.1%

16.3%

31.5%

27.1%

12.0%

3.08

26.6%

32.1%

26.2%

1 1.9%

3.2%

2.33

3.6%

11.1%

25.4%

42.9%

17.1%

3.59

18.28

Indirect language-learning strategies.

Indirect strategies are strategies that

require mental and emotional awareness of what a student is doing during the Cognitive
process to ensure the most production or outcome.

Indirect strategies consist of

Metacognitive, Afective, and Social Language-Learning Strategies (Oxford, 1990).
Indirect strategies tend to stem from the Metacognitive aspect of leaming and the SocialAffective aspect of language learning among social psychologist (Oxford, 1990). The
possible scores for Indirect Language-Learning Strategies range from 21 to 105 (Oxford,
1990).
Metacognitive language-learning strategies. Metacognitive Language-Learning
Strategies are strategies that allow learners to control their own cognition-that is, to
coordinate the learning process by using functions such as centering, arranging, planning,
and evaluating (Oxford, 1990; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Wenden 1999; Shmais, 2003).
Metacognitive Langzrage-Learning Strategies contain 9 items with possible scores
ranging from 9 to 45. Among the 251 participants the total Metacognitive LanguageLearning Strategies scores ranged from 9 to 45 with a mean score of 27.90 (SD = 7.44).
Of the total sample for Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies, 80 were males with
a mean score of 26.55 (SD = 7.32) and 170 were females with a mean score of 28.57 (SD
= 7.44).

The responses for Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies are displayed in

Table 4-28.

Table 4-28

Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies
Response Categories Percent Distribution
Item

I try to find as many ways as I can to use my (Spanish,
French, Italian).
I notice my (Spanish, French, Italian) mistakes and use
that information to help me do better.
I pay attention when someone is speaking (Spanish,
French, Italian).
I try to find out how to be a better learner of (Spanish,
French, Italian).
I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study
(Spanish, French, Italian).
I look for people 1 can talk to in (Spanish, French, Italian).
I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in
(Spanish, French, Italian).
I have clear goals for improving my (Spanish, French,
Italian) skills.
I think about my progress in learning (Spanish, French,
Italian).
Total Mean Score

Never or
almost
never true
of me

Usually not
true of me

Somewh
at true of
me

Usually
true of
me

Always or
almost
always true
of me

Mean

Affective language-learning strategies. Affective Language-Learning Strategies

are strategies that help to regulate emotions, motivations, and attitudes, within the second
language learner (Oxford, 1990). Affective strategies contain 6 items with possible scores
ranging from 6 to 30. Among the 248 participants the total Affective Language-Learning

Strategies score ranged from 6 to 30 with a mean score of 14.73 (SD
respondents consisted of 80 males with a mean score of 14.41 (SD

=

=

3.98). The

3.75) and 167

females with mean scores of 14.90 (SD = 4.08). The responses for Affective Language-

Learning Strategies are displayed in the table 4-29.

Table 4-29

Affective Language-Learning Strategies
Response Categories Percent Distribution

-2

39
40
41
42
43
44

I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using (Spanish,
French, Italian).
I encourage myself to speak (Spanish, French, Italian)
even when 1am afraid of making a mistake.
I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in
(Spanish, French, Italian).
I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or
using (Spanish, French, Italian).
I write down my feelings in a language-learning diary.
1 talk to someone else about how I feel when I am
learning (Spanish, French, Italian).

Total Mean Score

Never or
almost
never true
of me

Usually not
true of me

Somewh
at true of
me

Usually
true of
me

Always or
almost always
true of me

10.8%

18.3%

34.3%

25.8%

10.8%

1 1.6%

17.6%

28.4%

26.4%

16.0%

44.6%

28.3%

13.1%

10.0%

4.0%

20%
81.6%

18.0%
12.4%

26.8%
3.2%

21.6%
.8%

13.6%
2.0%

43.2%

16.0%

20.4%

12.4%

8.0%

Mean

Social Language-Learning Strategies. Social Language-Learning Strategies are

strategies that help students learn through interaction with others (Oxford, 1990). This
strategy contains six items and has a possible score of 6 to 30. Of the 250 participants the
total Social Language-Learning Strategies scores ranged from 6 to 30 with a mean score
of 19.50 (SD = 5.38). Among the participants there were 80 male respondents and 169
female respondents. The mean score for the male respondents was 17.96 (SD = 5.39) and
for the female respondents 20.24 (SD

=

5.25). The responses for Social Language-

Learning Strategies are shown in table 4-30.

Table 4-30
Social Language-Learning Strategies
Response Categories Percent Distribution
Item

-

e

w

45 If I do not understand something in (Spanish,
French, Italian), I ask the other person to
slow down or say it again.
46 I ask (Spanish, French, Italian) speakers to
correct me when I talk.
47 I practice (Spanish, French, Italian) with
other students.
48 I ask for help from (Spanish, French, Italian)
speakers.
49 I ask questions in (Spanish, French, Italian).
50 I try to learn about the culture of (Spanish,
French, Italian) speakers.
Total Mean Score

Never or
almost never
true of me

Usually not true
of me

6.4%

9.2%

20.7%

14.3%

21.9%

17.95

19.1%

15.1%

8.4%
6.8%

18.0%
11.2%

Somewhat true of
me

Usually
true of me

Always or
almost always
true of me

Mean

Expected Course Grade

Expected course grade was measured using an 11-point grading scale in which the
respondents selected their expected grade. The average expected a course grade of the
total sample was 3.37 (SD = .60). More than half of the total sample population reported
expected course grades of B (3.0) or higher (86.7%). Of the 254 valid respondents 82
male selected an expected course grade of B (3.0) (25.9%) or higher. Of the 172 female
respondents, 29.7% selected an A or A+ as their expected grade.

More female

respondents selected an expected course grade of B+ or higher than did their male
counterpart. Most of the respondents selected expected grades B- (2.67) or higher. None
of the respondents selected an F (0.0) as an expected course grade. Expected Course
Grades by total sample and gender are displayed in Table 4-3 1.

Table 4-3 1
Expected Course Grade: Total Sample and by Gender
Male
Variables

Expected Course
Grade
A or A+ (4.0)
A- (3.67)
B+ (3.33)
B (3.0)
B- (2.67)
C+(2.33)
c (2.0)
C- (1.67)
D (1.0)
F (0.0)

Frequency

Female
Percent

Frequency

Percent

Total Sample
Valid
Frequency
Percent

Research Question 2: Differences in the Expected Course Grade of English Speaking
College Students Learning a Romance Language According to Demographic
Cliaracteristics, Language-Learning Experiences, Motivation,
or Language-Learning Strategies
Does expected course grade differ significantly according to the demographic
cha~*acteristics, language-learning experience, motivation, or language-learning
strategies ofEnglish-speaking college students learning a romance language?
Independent t-tests (for two group comparisons such as gender and ethnicity),
ANOVA with LSD and Scheffe post hoc comparisons (for three or more group

comparisons such as race) were used to see if expected course grade differed significantly
according to the demographic characteristics and foreign language-learning experiences
of English-speaking college students who are learning a romance language. Because
analyses related to motivation and language-learning strategies would have involved
creating categories for ranges of continuous scores, those analyses were not conducted.
Demographic Characteristics
Gender. Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language
had significantly higher expected course grades (M= 3.43, SE

=

.04) than their male

counterparts (M= 3.25, SE = .07, t(25 1) = -2.23, p < .05). Differences in expected course
grade according to female and male English-speaking college students learning a
romance language is displayed in Table 4-32.

Table 4-32
Sunzmarized T-test Results for Expected Course Grade According to Gender
Gender

Male
Female

N

Mean

81

3.25

172

Age.

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

- .I79

-2.22

.03

3.43

For the total sample, respondents who were 18 years old reported the

highest expected course grades (M = 3.65, SD = .36), while those who were 22 years old
reported the lowest expected course grade (M = 3.10, SD = .71). The Levene's test
statistic was significant (p = .004), indicating a violation of homogeneity of variances,
one of the assumptions of parametric data.

When the homogeneity of variance

assumption is violated, the Welch F-ratio is reported (Field, 2005). The results for the
Welch statistic indicated a significant effect of age on expected course grade F(5, 96.07)
= 3.35, p <

.05. Results of ANOVA of difference in expected course grade according to

the age of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is displayed in
Table 4-33.

Table 4-33
ANOVA of Dgerences in Expected Course Grade Accol-ding to Age (N
Variable

N

Mean
Expected
Course
Grade

df

= 250)

Welch
F

P

Age
18
19
20
21
22
23 and over

College grade level. For the total sample, those who were freshmen reported the

highest expected course grade (M = 3.54, SD = .42),while those who were seniors
reported the lowest expected course grade (M = 3.14, SD

=

.79).

The Levene's test

statistic was also significant ( p = .000) for college grade level, indicating a violation of
homogeneity of variances, one of the assumptions of parametric data.

When the

homogeneity of variance assumption is violated, the Welch F-ratio is reported (Field,

2005). The results for the Welch statistic indicated a significant effect of college grade
level on expected course grade F(3,129.04) =3.94, p < .05. Results of ANOVA of
differences in expected course grade according to college grade level is shown in Table

4-34.

Table 4-34
ANOVA of Differences in Expected Course Grade According to College Grade Level: (N

Variable

N

Mean
Expected
Course
Grade

df

Welcll

P

F

College Grade Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

College major. Students who majored in IT, engineering, and science reported

the highest expected courser grade ( M = 3.76, SD

=

.42), while those who majored in

humanities, social science, education and human development reported the lowest
expected course grade ( M = 3.33, SD = .59).

There was not an effect of college major

on expected course grade F (5,248) = 1 . 5 0 , ~> .05. Results of ANOVA of differences in
expected course grade according to college majors is shown in Table 4-35.

Table 4-35
ANOVA ofDifferences in Expected Course Grade According to College Major: (N =

Variable

N

Mean
Expected
Course
Grade

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science, Education &
Human Development
Health & Human Services

14
20 1

3.55
3.33

6

3.61

P

df

F

5

1.50

,191

IT, Engineering, & Science
Management
The Arts

Race. Students classified as "other" had the highest expected course grade (M=

3.72, SD ,389) while those who classified themselves as native Hawaiian or other pacific
islander had the lowest expected course grade (M= 3.33, SD

=

,471). There was not a

significant effect of race on expected course grade level F(5, 241)

=

.76, p > .05).

Results of ANOVA of expected course grade according to race is presented in Table 436.

Table 4-36
ANOVA of Differences in Expected Course Grade According to Race: (TV = 247)
Variable

N

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native

206
21
9

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander
Other

Mean
Expected
Course
Grade

1

3.35
3.49
3.48
3.67

4

3.33

6

3.72

df

F

P

5

0.78

.57

Ethnicity. The Hispanic or Latino students reported having higher expected

course grades (M= 3.51, SE = .11) than Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino students learning a
romance language ( M = 3.37, SE

=

.04, t(220) = .76, p > .05), the difference was not

significant. Differences in expected course grade between Hispanic or Latino and NonHispanic or Non-Latino English-speaking college students learning a romance language
is shown in Table 4-37.

Table 4-37
Cornparison of Expected Course Grades According to Ethnicity: Hispanic or Latino vs.
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino English Speaking College Students
Group and
Variable

N

Mean

11

3.51

21 1

3.37

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

.I38

.76

.44

Expected Course
Grade

Hispanic or
Latino
Non Hispanic
or Non-Latino

Language-Learning Experience
Nurnber of langzrages spoken.

Students who spoke four or more languages

reported the highest expected course grade ( M = 4.00, SD =00) while students who spoke
1 language reported the lowest expected course grade ( M = 3.26, SD = .62). There was a

significant effect of numbers of languages spoken on expected course grade F(3, 242

=

5.43, p < .05). Results of ANOVA of differences in expected course grade according to
the number of languages spoken are shown in Table 4-38.

Table 4-38
ANOVA ofDiferences in Expected Course grade According to Nzrmber of Language
Spoken: (N = 246)
Variable

N

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

df

F

p

Post Hoc

Comparisons
p LSD
P
Scheffe

Years
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages
Speaks 1 > Speaks 4
Speaks 1 > Speaks 3
Speaks 1 > Speaks 2

Years studying a language. Students who had studied a language for 6 to 20

years reported the highest expected course grade (M = 3.60, SD = .47), while those who
had studied a language for 1.5 to 2.5 years reported the lowest expected course grade (M
=

3.18, SD = .63). There was a significant effect of years spent studying a language on

the expected course grade of respondents F(4,245) = 4.22, p < .05). Results of ANOVA
of differences in the expected course grade according to years studied a language in Table

Table 4-39
ANOVA of Differences in Expected Cozr~pseGrade According to Years Studied a
Language: (N = 250)
Variable

Years
0 to 1
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20
6to20>Oto1
6 to 20 > 1.5 to 2.5
4.5 to 5.5 > 0 to 1
4.5 to 5.5 > 1.5 to 2.5
3 to 4 > 1.5 to 2.5

N

70
43
58
39
40

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

df

F

p

4

4.21

.396

Post Hoc
Comparisons
p LSD
P

3.23
3.18
3.42
3.51
3.60
0.37
0.41
0.28
0.33
0.24

.OO
.OO
.02
.O1
.05

.05
.04
ns
ns
ns

Research Question 3: Difference in Language-Learning Strategies According to
Demographic Characteristics, Language-Learning Experience, or Motivation
Does the fvequency of language-learning strategies' use differ signijicantly
according to the demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, or
motivation, of English-speaking college students learning a romance language?

Nine independent analyses, t-tests and ANOVAs, were conducted to test whether
English-speaking college students learning a romance language had significant difference
in language-learning strategies according to demographic characteristics, and language-

learning experiences, (total SILL scores, total Direct and Indirect Language-Learning
Strategies, and each individual total strategy score) according to gender.
Total SILL Use

Gender. Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language
had significantly higher total language-learning strategy scores (M= 151.42, SE

=

2.2 1)

than male students learning a romance language (M= 140.47, SE = 3.34, t (233) = - 2 . 7 7 , ~
< .05). There was a significant difference in total language-learning strategy use between

male and female respondents. The difference in the total language-learning strategy
scores between male and female English-speaking college students learning a romance
language is displayed in Table 4-40.
Table 4-40
DifSerence of Total Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender
Group and
Variable

N

Mean

Mean
t-value
Difference

p-value

Total LLS

Male

76

140.47
-10.94

Female

159

-2.77

.01

151.42-

Age. For the total sample, respondents who were 20 years old had the highest
total SILL score (M= 152.37, SD = 2&.50),while those who were 22 years old reported
the lowest total SILL score (M= 138.96, SD = 29.94). The Levene's test statistic was not
significant (p = .958), indicating there was not a violation of homogeneity of variances.
There was not a significant effect of age on the total SILL score (F = 1.75, p = .12).

Results of ANOVA of differences in total SILL score according to the age of Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 4-41.

Table 4-41

ANOVA of Dijferences in Total SILL Scores According to Age (N = 232)
Variable

N

Mean
Score

df

F

P

Age
18

19
20

21
22
23 and over

College grade level. For the total sample, those who were freshmen reported the

highest total SILL score (M = 152.34, SD

SILL score (M = 138.98, SD

=

29.02).

=

28.96), while seniors had the lowest total
The Levene's test statistic was also not

significant (p = .989) for college grade level indicating no violation of homogeneity of
variance. There was not a significant effect of college grade level on the total SILL score

(F= 2.35, p = .07). Results of ANOVA of difference in total SILL score according to the
college grade level of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is
displayed in Table 4-42.

Table 4-42
ANOVA o f Differences in Total SILL Scores According to College Grade Level: (N =

N

Variable

Mean
Score

df

F

P

College Grade Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

College major. For the total sample, English-speaking college students who

reported management as a college major had the highest total SILL score (M = 162.00,
SD

=

24.57), while those respondents who reported Humanities, Social Science,

Education and Human Development as their major had lowest total SILL score (M =
146.20, SD = 28.99). The Levene's test statistic was not significant (p = .159), indicating
there was not a violation of homogeneity of variances. There was not a significant effect
of college major on the total SILL score (F = 358, p

=

.51). Results of ANOVA of

differences in total SILL scores according to the college major of English-speaking
college students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 4-43.

Table 4-43

ANOVA ofDif-erences in Total SILL Scores According to College Major (N = 236)
N

Variable

Mean
Score

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science, Education
& Human Development

13
186

153.92
146.20

Health & Human Services
IT, Engineering, & Science
Management
The Arts

5
9
10
13

147.60
147.56
162.00
154.3 1

df

F

P

5

.858

.15

Race. English-speaking college students classified as "other" had the highest
total SILL score (M
study were White (N

=
=

score (M = 135.38, SD

153.67, SD

=

42.01). Although the majority of students in the

193), students classified as Asian reported the lowest total SILL
=

34.06). The Levene's test was not significant @ = ,521) and

there was not a significant effect of race on total SILL score (F= .489, p = .744). Results
of ANOVA of difference of total SILL scores according to race is presented in Table 444.

Table 4-44
A N 0 VA of Diferences of Total SILL Scores Accor-ding to Race: (N = 229)
Variable

N

Mean Score

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander
Other

8
5

135.38
150.80

6

153.67

F

df

P

.

Etlznicity. Non-Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a

romance language had higher total SILL scores (M= 148.16, SE = 2.08) than Hispanic or
Latino students learning a romance language (M= 146.64, SE = 9.26, t (206) = -. 168,p >
.05). There was not a significant difference in total language-learning strategy use
between Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino respondents.

The

difference in the total language-learning strategies scores between Non-Hispanic or NonLatino or Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a romance
language are displayed in Table 4-45.
Table 4-45

Dgerence in Total SILL Scores Use According to Ethnicity
Group and Variable

N

Total LLS
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino 197
Hispanic or Latino

11

Mean

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-1.52

-.I68

.86

148.16
146.64

Number of languages spoken. For the total sample, students who spoke four or

more languages reported the highest total SILL score (M = 183.33, SD

=

34.53) and

students who speak 1 language reported the lowest SILL score (M= 145.01, SD = 26.84).
These differences were not significant (F = 2.02, p

=

. I l l ) . Results of ANOVA of

differences in total SILL score according to the number of languages spoken are shown in
Table 4-46.
Table 4-46
ANOVA of Differences in Total SILL Scores According to Nurnber o f Languages Spoken:

Variable

N

Total SILL Scores
Number of Languages Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages

137
66
24
3

Mean
Score

df

F

P

3

2.02

.ll

145.91
148.77
152.13
183.33

Years studying tlze language. Students who had studied a language for 6 to 20

years reported the highest total SILL score (M = 152.17, SD

=

31.13), while those who

had studied a language for 3 to'4 years reported the lowest total SILL score (M= 144.56,
SD

=

24.40). There was a significant effect of years spent studying a language on

expected total SILL score (F=,447, p = ,775). Results of ANOVA of differences in total
SILL scores according to years spent studying a language are presented in Table 4-47.

Table 4-47

ANOVA of DifSerences in Total SILL Scores According to Years Studying a Language: (N
= 232)

Variable

N

Mean Score

Years Studying a Language
Otol
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

67
39
54
36
36

149.15
148.21
144.56
146.06
152.17

df

F

P

4

.447

.77

Memory Language-Learning Strategy Use
Gender. According to the independent sample t-test conducted female English-

speaking college students learning a romance language had significantly higher Memo?

Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 26.96, SE
counterparts (M= 23.77, SE = .69, t(243)

=

=

.44) than did their male

-3.95, p < .05). There was a difference in

Memory Language-Learning Strategies use according to female and male respondents.
The difference in the total Memory Language-Learning Strategies scores between male
and female English-speaking college students learning a romance language is displayed
in Table 4-48.

Differences in Memory Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to Gender

N

Group and
Variable
Memory LLS
Male

79

Mean

Mean
Difference

166

p-value

23.77

-3.18
Female

t-value

26.96

-3.95

.OO

Age. For the total sample, respondents who were 23 years old and over had the

highest total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 27.16, SD = 5.70), while
those who were 18 years old reported the lowest total Memory Language-Learning

St~pategiesscore (M = 24.22, SD
(p

=

,889).

=

6.61). The Levene's test statistic was not significant

However, age did not have a significant effect on the total Memovy

Language-Learning Strategies score, displaying a trend relationship between the two
variables (F = 2.16, p

=

.058). Results of ANOVA of difference in total Memoly

Language-Learning Stvategies score according to the age of English-speaking college
students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 4-49.
Table 4-49

ANOVA of D$erences in total Memory Language-Learning Strategy Score According to
Age (N

= 242)

Variable

Age
18
19

20
21
22
23 and over

N

Mean
Memory
LLS Score

df

F

P

College grade level. For the total sample, those who were sophomores reported

the highest total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 27.12, SD

=

5.96),

while seniors had the lowest total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score ( M =
24.74, SD = 5.76).

The Levene's test statistic was also not significant ( p = .497) for

college grade level indicating no violation of homogeneity of variance. There was not a
significant effect of college grade level on the total Memory Language-Learning
Stralegies score ( F = 1.65, p

=

.178). Results of ANOVA of difference in total Memory

Language-Learning Strategies according to the college grade level of English-speaking
college students learning a romance language is illustrated in Table 4-50.

Table 4-50
ANOVA of Dgferences in Total Memory Language-Learning Strategy Scores According
to College Grade Level: (N = 244)
Variable

N

Mean
Score

df

F

P

College Grade Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

College major. For the total sample, English-speaking college students who

reported Health and Human Services as a college major had the highest total Memory
Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 28.00, SD

=

4.47), while those respondents

who reported Humanities, Social Science, Education and Human Development as their

major had lowest total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 25.71, SD
5.96). The Levene's test statistic was significant ( p

=

=

.016), indicating there was a

violation of homogeneity of variances. As previously stated, when the homogeneity of
variance is violated, the Welch F-ratio is reported (Field, 2005). The results for the
Welch statistic indicated there was not a significant effect of college grade level on
Memory Language-Learning Strategies score F(5, 12.79) = ,343, p > .05. Results of
ANOVA of difference in total Memory Language-Leavning Strategies according to the
college major of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is
displayed in Table 4-5 1.
Table 4-5 1

ANOVA of Diferences in Total Memory Language-Leavning Strategy According to
College Major (N = 246)
Variable

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science,
Education & Human Development

N

Mean
Memory
LLS

14
194

26.00
25.71

Health & Human Services
IT, Engineering, & Science

6
9

28.00
27.11

Management

10

27.20

The Arts

13

26.08

df

F

P

5

.343

.89

Race. English-speaking college students classified as American Indian, Alaska
Native, Native Hawaiian, or other Pacific Islander had the highest total Memory

Language-Learning Strategies score (M = 28.80, SD = 5.85). Although the majority of
students in the study were white (N= 200), students classified as Asian reported the
lowest total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 24.25, SD = .6.50). The
Levene's test was not significant (p = ,494) and there was not a significant effect of race
on total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score ( F = .641, p

=

,634). Results of

ANOVA of difference of total Memory Language-Learning Sti,ategies scores according
to race is presented in Table 4-52.

Table 4-52
ANOVA of Differences in Memory Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to
Race: (N = 239)
--

N

Variable

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander
Other

Ethnicify.

Mean Score

200
20

8
5

25.84
27.15
24.25
28.80

6

25.50

-

df

F

P

4

.64 1

.63

Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino English-speaking college students

learning a romance language had slightly higher total Memory Language-Learning
Strategies scores (M= 25.80, SE

=

.42) than Hispanic or Latino students learning a

romance language (M= 25.73, SE = 1.74, t (213)

=

-.044, p > .05). There was not a

significant difference in total Memory Language-Learning Strategies use between Non-

Hispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino respondents. The difference in the total

Memory Language-Learning Strategies scores between Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and
Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a romance language are
shown in Table 4-53.

Table 4-53

Differences in Total Memory Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to
Ethnicity
Group and Variable

N

Mean

Mean
t-value
Difference

p-value

-.081

,965

Total LLS

Non-Hispanic or Non-204
Latino
Hispanic or Latino

11

25.80
-.044

25.73

Number of languages spoken. For the total sample, students who spoke four or

more languages reported the highest total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score

( M = 28.67, SD = 7.23) and students who speak 2 languages reported the lowest Memory
Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 25.47, SD = 6.00). The Levene's test was not
significant

O, = .510). The differences were also not significant (F = .406, p = .749).

Results of ANOVA of differences in total Memory Language-Learning Strategies scores
according to the number of language spoken are shown in Table 4-54.

Table 4-54

ANOVA of Differences in Memory Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to
Number of Language Spoken: (N = 238)
Variable

N

Number of Language Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages

Mean
Score

143
68
24
3

df

F

3

.406

.75

26.16
25.47
25.71
28.67

Years studying the language. Students who had studied a language for 0 to 1

year reported the highest total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score (A4= 27.22,
SD

=

5.76), while those who had studied a language for 4.5 to 5.5 years reported the

lowest total Memory Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 24.35, SD =6.49). The
Levene's test was not significant 0,= .549) and there was not a significant effect of years
spent studying a language on expected total Memory Language-Learning Strategies (F=

1.67, p

=

,157). Results of ANOVA of differences in total Memory Language-Learning

Strategies scores according to years studied a language in Table.4-55.

Table 4-55

ANOVA of Differences in Total Memory Language-Learning Strategies Scores According
to Years Studied a Language: (N

= 232)

Variable

N

Mean Score

Years Studying a Language
Otol
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

68
42
57
37
38

27.22
26.29
25.18
24.35
25.87

df

F

P

4

1.67

.15

Cognitive Language-Learning Strategy Use
Gender. According to the independent sample t-test conducted female English-

speaking college students learning a romance language had significantly higher Cognitive

Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 42.58, SE

=

.72) than did their male

counterpart (M= 39.38, SE = 1.04, t(246) = -2.52, p < .05). There was a difference in

Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies use according to female and male respondents.
The difference in the total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores between male
and female English-speaking college students learning a romance language is displayed
in Table 4-56.

Table 4-56
Differences in Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores According to Gender

N

Mean

Cognitive LLS
Male

79

39.38

Female

169

42.58

Group and
Variable

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-3.20

-2.5 1

.01

Age. For the total sample, respondents who were I8 years old reported the
highest Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies ( M = 43.65, SD = 9.99), while those
who were 21 years old reported the lowest Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies ( M
= 39.12, SD =

8.90). The Levene's test statistic was not significant (p = .813), indicating

there was not a violation of homogeneity of variances. There was not a significant effect
of age on Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies (F= 1.54, p

=

.179).

Results of

ANOVA of differences in total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores
according to the age of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is
shown in Table 4-57.

Table 4-57
ANOVA o f Diffeeveences in Total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies Scores
According to Age (N = 250)
N

Variable

Mean

(!f

F

Y

Score

Age
18
19

20
21
22

23 and over

College grade level. For the total sample, freshmen reported the highest total
Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M

=

43.07, SD

=

9.13) and seniors

reported the lowest total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 39.64, SD =
9.37).

The Levene's test statistic was also not significant 0, = 305) for college grade

level indicating no violation of homogeneity of variance. There was not a significant
effect of college grade level on the total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies score

(F = 1.25, p

=

.293). Results of ANOVA of difference in total Cognitive Language-

Learning Strategies according to the college grade level of English-speaking college

students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 4-58.

Table 4-5 8

ANOVA o f Differences in Total Cognitive Language-Lear,ning Strategies Scores
According to College Level: (N= 247)
N

Variable

Mean
Score

F

df

P

College Grade Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

College major. For the total sample, English-speaking college students who
stated a major in the Arts had the highest total Cognitive Langz/age-Learning Strategies
score ( M = 45.77, SD = 7.33), while those respondents who reported Humanities, Social
Science, Education and Human Development as their major had lowest total Cognitive

Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 40.96, SD = 9.72). The Levene's test statistic
-was not significant (p = .797). There was not a significant effect of college grade level
on Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies score (F = 1.00, p

=

.417). The results of

ANOVA of difference in total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies according to the
college major of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is
displayed in Table 4-59.

Table 4-59
ANOVA of Differences in Total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies Scores
According to College Major (N = 249)
Variable

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science,
Education & Human Development
Health & Human Services
IT, Engineering, & Science

N

Mean
Cognitive
LLS

14
196

42.86
40.96

6
10

41.00
43.50

df

I;

P

5

1.00

.42

Management
The Arts

Race. English-speaking college students who were classified as "other" (6) had

the highest total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies score (A4= 43.83, SD = 8.68).
English-speaking college students classified as Asian reported the lowest total Cognitive
Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 34.13, SD = 9.03). The Levene's test was not
significant ( p = .715) and there was not a significant effect of race on total Cognitive
Language-Learning Strategies score ( F = 1.62, p

=

,169). The result of ANOVA of

difference of total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores according to race is
presented in Table 4-60.

Table 4-60

ANOVA of Dgerences of Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to
Race: (N = 242)
Variable

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Other

N

Mean Score

203
20
8
5

41.72
43.10
34.13
38.60

6

43.83

dJ'

F

P

5

1.62

.17

Ethnicity. Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino English-speaking college students
leaming a romance language had higher total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies
scores (M=41.73, SE

=

language (M=39.73, SE

.665) than Hispanic or Latino students learning a romance

=

3.19, t (216)

=

-.672, p > .05). There was not a significant

difference in total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies use between Non-Hispanic or
Non-Latino and Hispanic and Latino respondents. The difference in the total Cognitive

Language-Learning Strategies scores between Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic
or Latino English-speaking college students leaming a romance language are displayed in
Table 4-61.

Table 4-6 1
Differences in Total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to
Ethnicity
Group and Variable

N

Mean

Mean
t-value
Difference

p-value

-2.00

.502

Total LLS

Non-Hispanic or Non-207
Latino
Hispanic or Latino

11

41.73
-.672

39.73

Number of languages spoken. For the total sample, students who spoke four or

more languages reported the highest total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies score

( M = 53.33, SD = 9.24) and students who speak 1 language reported the lowest Cognitive
Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 40.47, S D

=

8.96). The Levene's test was not

significant (p = ,966). However, the differences were significant (F = 3.20, p

=

.024).

Results of ANOVA of differences in total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies
scores according to the number of language spoken are shown in Table 4-62.

Table 4-62

ANOVA of Differences in Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to
Number of Languages Spoken: (N = 242)
Variable

Number of Language Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages

N

Mean
Score

145
69
25
3

40.47
43.02
43.36
53.33

df

F

P

3

3.20

.02

Years studying the language. Students who studied a language for 6 to 20 years

reported the highest total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 43.5 1 , SD
=

8.88), while those who had studied a language for 4.5 to 5.5 years reported the lowest

total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M

=

40.42, SD =9.48).

The

Levene's test was not significant ( p = .524) and there was not a significant effect of years
spent studying a language on total Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies (F= ,640, p
,635).

=

Results of ANOVA of differences in total Cognitive Language-Learning

Strategies scores according to years studied a language in Table 4-63.

Table 4-63
ANOVA of Djferences in Total Cognitive LLS Scores According to Years Studying a
Language: (N = 232)
Variable

N

Years Studying a Language
0 to 1
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

68
42
57
37
38

Mean
Score

df

F

P

4

.640

.64

27.22
26.29
25.18
24.35
25.87

Compensation Language-Learning Strategy Use
Gender. Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language

had higher Compensation Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 18.41, SE

=

.30)

than did their male counterpart (M= 17.94, SE = .48, t(24.5) = -363, p > .05). There was
not a significant difference (p= .38) between male and female Compensation LanguageLearning Strategies use. The difference in the Compensation Language-Learning
Strategies scores between male and female English-speaking college students learning a

romance language is shown in Table 4-64.

Table 4-64
Differences in Compensation Languagelearning Strategies Scores According to Gender

N

Group and
Variable

Male

78

Mean

Mean
Difference

169

p-value

17.94
-.47

Female

I-value

-.86

.38

18.41

Age. For the total sample, respondents who were 19 years old reported the
highest total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 19.26, SD = 3.82),
while those who were 22 years old reported the lowest total Compensation LanguageLearning Strategies score ( M = 16.84, SD

=

4.55). The Levene's test statistic was not

significant 0, = .982). However, the ANOVA was significant indicating there was an
effect of age on the total Compensation Language-Learning Stmtegies scores ( F = 2.5 1 ,

p

=

.031). Results of ANOVA of differences in total Compensation Language-Learning

Strategies scores according to the age of English-speaking college students learning a

romance-language is shown in Table 4-65.

Table 4-65
ANOVA ofDifferences in Compensation Language-Learning Strategies Scores According
to Age (N = 244)
Variable

N

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

df

F

p

Post Hoc
Comparisons
p LSD
P

Age
18
19
20
21
22
23 and over
22 > 19
23 and over > 19
23 and over > 20
23 and over > 21

College grade level. For the total sample, sophomores reported the highest total

Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 18.86, SD

=

4.32) and seniors

reported the lowest total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 17.07,
SD

= 4.13).

The Levene's test statistic was also not significant ( p = .772) for college

grade level. There was not a significant effect of college grade level on the total
Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score (F

=

2.46, p

=

.063). Results of

ANOVA of difference in total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies scores
according to the college grade level of English-speaking college students learning a
romance language is displayed in Table 4-66.

Table 4-66

ANOVA of Differences in Total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies Scores
According to College Level: (N = 246)
Variable

N

F

df

Mean
Score

P

College Grade Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

For the total sample, English-speaking college students who

College major.

stated a major in Management had the highest total Compensation Language-Learning

Strategies score ( M

=

21.40, SD

=

3.72), while those respondents who reported IT,

Engineering and Science as their major had the lowest total Compensation Language-

Learning Strategies score ( M = 17.70, SD = 4.88). The Levene's test statistic was not
significant O,

=

.237).

There was not a significant effect of college major on

Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score (F

-

1.53,p

=

.181). The results of

ANOVA of difference in total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies according to
the college major of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is
displayed in Table 4-67.

Table 4-67
ANOVA of Differences in Total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies Scores

According to College Major (N= 248)
Variable

N

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science,
Education & Human Development

Mean
Compensation
LLS

13
197

18.69
18.06.

Health &Human Services
IT, Engineering, & Science

5

10

18.40
17.70

Management

10

21.40

The Arts

13

19.23

df

F

P

5

1.53

.18

Race. English-speaking college students classified as other (6), had the highest

total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score, though the other mean scores
were relatively close (M = 18,83, SD

=

5.64).

English-speaking college students

classified as American Indian, Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian, or other Pacific Islander
(4) reported the lowest total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score (M=
16.60, SD = 3.29). The Levene's test was not significant 0, = .271), and there was not a
significant effect of race on total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score (F =
.317, p

=

366). Results of ANOVA of difference of total SILL according to race is

presented in Table 4-68.

Table 4-68
A N 0 VA of Differences of Compensation Language-Learning Strategies Scores According

to Race: (N = 241)
Variable

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Other

N

Mean
Compensation
LLS

202
20
8
5

18.24
18.75
18.00
16.60

6

18.83

df

F

P

4

.317

.87

Etlznicity. Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino English-speaking college students

learning a romance language had slightly higher total Compensation Language-Learning

Strategies scores (M= 18.30, SE

=

.27) than Hispanic or Latino students learning a

romance language (M= 18.00, SE = 1.25, t (217) = -.243, p > .05). There was not a
significant difference in total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies use between
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino respondents. The differences in the

Compensation Language-Learning Strategies scores between Non-Hispanic or NonLatino and Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a romance
language are illustrated in Table 4-69.

Table 4-69
Differences in Compensation Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to
Ethnicity
Group and Variable

N

Non-Hispanic or Non-208
Latino

Mean

Mean
Difference

11

p-value

18.00
-.302

Hispanic or Latino

t-value

-.243

,808

18.30

Number of languages spoken. For the total sample, students who speak four or

more languages reported the highest total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies
score (M = 21.00, SD = 1.00), and students who speak one language reported the lowest
Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score ( M

=

17.91, SD

=

3.95). The

Levene's test was not significant 0, = .205), and there was not a significant effect of
numbers of language spoken on Compensation Language-Learning Strategies (F = .674,
p

=

.569). Results of ANOVA of differences in total Compensation Language-Learning

Strategies scores according to the number of languages spoken are shown in Table 4-70.

Table 4-70.
ANOVA of Differences in Compensation Language-Learning Strategy According to
Number of Language Spoken: (N
Variable

= 240)

N

Number of Languages Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages

145
67
25
3

Mean
Score

df

F

P

3

.674

.57

18.37
17.91
18.12
21.00

Years studying tlze language. Students who studied a language for 6 to 20 year

reported the highest total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 19.29,
SD = 4.61), while those who had studied a language for 3 to 4 years reported the lowest
total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 17.63, SD =3.43). The
Levene's test was not significant (p = ,403) and there was not a significant effect of years
spent studying a language on total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies score

(F= .969, p

= .425).

Results of ANOVA of differences in total Compensation Language-

Learning Strategies scores according to years studied a language are presented in Table
4-7 1.

Table 4-7 1
ANOVA of Differences in Tola1 Compensation Language-Learning

st rate^

Scores

According to Years Studied a Language: (N= 244)
N

Variable

Years Studying a Language
0 to 1
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

70
42
57
37
38

Mean Score

df

F

P

4

.969

.43

18.20
18.36
17.63
18.22
19.29

Total Direct LLS Use
Gender. Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language
had significantly higher total Direct Language-Learning Strategies (LLS) scores (M=

88.20, SE = 1.19) than male students learning a romance language (M= 81.47, SE = 1.90,
t (237)= -3.09, p < .05). There is a significant difference in the total of Direct LanguageLearning Strategies use according to male and female respondents. The difference in the
total Direct Language-Learning Strategies scores between male and female Englishspeaking college students leaming a romance language is displayed in Table 4-72.
Table 4-72

Differences of Direct Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender

N

Mean

Male

76

8 1.47

Female

163

88.20

Group and
Variable
-

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-6.72

-3.09

.OO

-

Age.

For the total sample, respondents who were 20 years old reported the

highest total Direct Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 89.02, SD = 15.70), while
those who were 22 years old reported the lowest total Direct Language-Learning

Strategies score ( M = 81.33, SD = 17.97). The Levene's test statistic was not significant
(p

=

,817). There was not an effect of age on the total Direct Language-Learning

Strategies scores (F = 1.49, p

=

,193). Results of ANOVA of differences in total Direct

Language-Learning Strategies scores according to the age of English-speaking college
students learning a romance language are shown in Table 4-73.
Table 4-73

ANOVA of Diferences in Direct Language-Learning Strategy Scores According to Age
(N= 236)
Variable
Age
18
19
20
21
22
23 and over

N

Mean
Score

23
47
55
47
24
40

86.61

df

F

P

5

1.49

.19

88.17
89.02
82.55
8 1.33
85.00

College grade level. For the total sample, sophomores reported the highest total

Direct Language-Learning Strategies score ( M

=

88.25, SD = 15.11), and seniors

reported the lowest total Direct Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 81.63, SD
16.83).

=

The Levene's test statistic was also not significant ( p = .973) for college grade

level. There was not a significant effect of college grade level on the total Direct

Language-Learning Strategies score (F = 1.98, p

=

.118). Results of ANOVA of

difference in total Direct Language-Learning Strategies according to the college grade
level of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is displayed in
Table 4-74.

Table 4-74
ANOVA of Differences in Total Direct Language-Learning Strategy Score According to
College Grade Level: (N

= 238)

N

Variable

Mean
Score

df

F

P

College Grade Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

College major. For the total sample, English-speaking college students who
stated a major in Management had the highest total Direct Language-Learning Strategies
score (M= 93.00, SD = 11.05), while those respondents who reported Humanities, Social
Science, Education, and Human Development as a major had lowest total ~ i r e c t
Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 85.16, SD = 16.11). The Levene's test statistic
was not significant @ = .300). There was not a significant effect of college grade level
on Direct Language-Learning Strategies score (F

=

,813, p

=

,542). The results of

ANOVA of difference in total Direct Language-Learning Strategies according to the
college major of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is
displayed in Table 4-75.

Table 4-75
ANOVA of Differences in Total Direct Language-Learning Strategy Score According to

College Major (N = 240)
Mean
Direct

N

Variable

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science,
Education & Human Development

13
190

87.31
85.16

Health & Human Services
IT, Engineering, & Science

5
9

86.00
88.33

Management

10

93.00

The Arts

13

91.08

df

F

P

5

313

.54

Race. Although Whites (1) were the largest population among English-speaking

college students, Blacks (2) had the highest total Direct Language-Learning Strategies
score ( M = 89.39, SD

=

17.38) while Asians (3) had the lowest total Direct Language-

Learning Strategies score ( M
significant ( p

=

=

76.38, SD

=

18.17). The Levene's test was not

.733) and there was not a significant effect of race on total Direct

Language-Learning Strategies score (F

=

.987, p

=

.415). Results of ANOVA of

difference of total SILL according to race is presented in Table 4-76.

Table 4-76
ANOVA of Differences of'Direct Language-Learning Str*ategy According to Race: (N

=

238)
N

Variable

Mean
Direct

df

F

P

4

.987

.42

LLS
Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Other

Ethnicity.

196
18
8
5

86.17
89.39
76.38
84.00

6

88.17

Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino English-speaking college students

learning a romance language had much higher total Direct Language-Learning Strategies
scores (M= 86.05, SE

=

1.15) than Hispanic or Latino students learning a romance

language (M= 83.45, SE = 5.20, t(209) = -.513, p > .05). However, there was not a
significant difference in total Direct Language-Learning Strategies use scores between
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino respondents. The difference in the
total Direct Language-Learning Strategies scores between Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino
and Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a romance language
are displayed in Table 4-77.

Table 4-77
Difference of Total Direct Language-Learning Strategies According to Etl~nicity
Group and Variable

N

Mean

Total LLS
Non-Hispanic or
Non-Latino

200

86.05

11

83.45

Hispanic or Latino

Mean
t-value
Difference

y-value

-2.59

.608

-.5 13

Number of languages spoken. For the total sample, English-speaking college
students who speak four or more languages reported the highest total Direct LanguageLearning Strategies score ( M = 103.00, SD = 16.52) and students who speak 1 language
reported the lowest Direct Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 85.45, SD = 15.59).
The Levene's test was not significant ( p = .858), and there was not a significant effect of
numbers of language spoken on Direct Language-Learning Strategies score ( F = .1.29, p
=

.280). Results of ANOVA of differences in total Direct Language-Learning Stvategies

scores according to the number of languages spoken are shown in Table 4-78.
Table 4-78
ANOVA of Differences in Direct Language-Learning Strategy According to Number of
Languages Spoken: (N = 233)
Variable

Number of Language Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages

N

140
66
24
3

Mean
Score

85.45
86.38
87.21
2 1.OO

df

F

P

3

1.29

.28

Years studying the language. Students who studied a language for 6 to 20 years
reported the highest total Direct Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 88.54, SD

=

17.71), while those who had studied a language for 3 to 4 years reported the lowest total
Direct Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 83.89, SD =13.44). The Levene's test
was not significant ( p

=

.654) and there was not a significant effect of years spent

studying a language on total Direct Language-Learning Strategies score (F= ,747, p

=

.561). Results of ANOVA of differences in total Direct Language-Learning Strategies
scores according to years studied a language in Table 4-79.

Table 4-79

ANOVA of Differences in Total Direct Language-Learning Strategy Scores According to
Years Studied a Language: (N = 236)
Variable

N

Mean Score

Years Studying a language
Oto 1
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

67
40
56
36
37

87.43
86.35
83.89
84.14
88.54

.

df

F

P

4

.747

.56

.

Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategy Use
Gender. The English-speaking college students learning a romance language,
females had significantly higher Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores

(M= 28.57, SE = .57) than did their male counterpart (M= 26.55, SE = 3 2 , t(248) = -2.01,
p

=

.05). There was a significant difference between the Metacognitive 1 Language-

Learning Strategies use of male and female respondents. The difference in the
Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores according to male and female
English-speaking college students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 480.
Table 4-80

DifSerence of Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender
Group and
Variable

N

Mean

Male

80

26.55

Female

170

28.57

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-2.02

-2.01

.05

Age. For the total sample, respondents who were 18 years old reported the
highest total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 29.96, SD = 7.74),
while those who were 21 years old reported the lowest total Metacognitive Language-

Leavning Strategies score ( M = 25.04, SD

=

7.62). The Levene's test statistic was not

significant ( p = .957). However, there was a trend relationship between age and the total

Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score (F = 2.12, p = ,064). The results of

ANOVA of differences in total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score
according to the age of English-speaking college students learning a romance language
are displayed in Table 4-81

Table 4-8 1
ANOVA of Diferences in the Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategy Score
According to Age (N = 250)
Variable

N

Mean
Score

rf

F

P

Age
18
19
20
21
22
23 and over

College grade level. For the total sample, freshmen reported the highest total

Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 30.38, SD

=

7.08) and seniors

reported the lowest total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 26.28,
SD =7.51).

The Levene's test statistic was also not significant

0,= 319) for college

grade level. College grade level had a significant effect on the total Metacognitive
Language-Learning Strategies score (F = 2.66, p = .049). The results of the differences
in total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores according to the college
grade level of English-speaking college students learning a romance language are
displayed in Table 4-82.

Table 4-82
ANOVA o f Differences in Total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategy Score
According to College Level: (N
Variable

= 249)

N

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

df

3

College Grade Level
Freshman

45
65
81
58

Sopholnore
Junior
Senior
Senior> Freshman

F

p

2.66

.05

Post Hoc
Comparisons
p LSD
P

30.38
27.63
27.80
26.28
4.10

.01

.05

College major. For the total sample, the English-speaking college students who
reported a major in Management had the highest total Metacognitive Language-Learning
Strategies score ( M

=

31.80, SD

=

7.50), while those respondents who reported

Humanities, Social Science, Education, and Human Development as a major had the
lowest total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 27.32, SD = 7.46).
The Levene's test statistic was not significant 0, = .710). There was not a significant
effect of college major on Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score (F = 1.63,

p

=

.153). The results of ANOVA of difference in total Metacognitive Language-

Learning Strategies score according to the college major of English-speaking college
students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 4-83.

Table 4-83
ANOVA of Dijferences in Total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategy According to

College Major (N = 251)
Variable

N

Mean

df

F

P

5

1.63

.I5

Metacognitive
LLS

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science,
Education & Human Developlnent
Health & Human Services
IT,Engineering, & Science

14
198

31.64
27.32

6
10

29.33
29.20

Management
The Arts

Race. English-speaking college students classified as American Indian or Alaska
Native, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (4), had the highest total Metacognitive
Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 31.40, SD = 5.60). English-speaking college

students classified as Asian (3) reported the lowest total Metacognitive LanguageLearning Strategies score ( M = 25.88, SD = 7.85). The Levene's test was not significant
( p = .941) and there was not a significant effect of race on total Metacognitive Language-

Learning Strategies score (F = .589, p

=

,671). Results of the difference of the total

Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score according to race are presented in

Table 4-84.

Table 4-84

ANOVA of Differences in Total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategy Score
According to Race: (N = 244)
Variable

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander
Other

N

Mean
Score

204
21
8
5

27.87
28.33
25.88
3 1.40

6

30.17

df

F

P

4

.589

.67

Ethnicity. Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a

romance language had higher total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores
(M= 28.73, SE = 1.89) than Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino students learning a romance
language (M= 27.98, SE

=

,515 t(218) = .326, p > .05). However, there was not a

significant difference in total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies use scores
between Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino respondents.

The

difference in the total Metacognitive language-learning strategy scores between NonHispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students
learning a romance language are displayed in Table 4-85.

Table 4-85

DiSferences in Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies According to Ethnicity

N

Group and Variable

Mean

Mean
t-value
Difference

p-value

,746

,745

-

Total I,LS
Non-Hispanic or Non-209
Latino

Hispanic or Latino

27.98

11

.326

28.73

Number of languages spoken. For the total sample, students who spoke four or
more languages reported the highest total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies
score ( M = 36.33, S D

= 7.77)

and students who spoke one language reported the lowest

Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M

=

26.96, SD

=

6.88). The

Levene's test was not significant ('p = ,091); however, there was a significant effect
between the numbers of languages spoken on Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies scores (F

=

2.96, p

=

,033). Results of ANOVA of differences in total

Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores according to the number of language
spoken are shown in Table 4-86.

Table 4-86
ANOVA of Differences in Me tacognitive Language-Learning Strategy score According to
Number of Language Spoken: (N
Variable

Number of Languages Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages or more
Speaks 1 language > Speaks 2
languages
Speaks 1 language > Speaks 4
languages or more

= 243)

N

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

df

3
146
69
25
3

F

P

2.9

.03

Post Hoc
Comparisons
PLSD
P
- Scheffe

26.96
29.04
29.32
36.33
2.09

.05

ns

9.37

.03

ns

Years studying the language. Students who studied a language for 6 to 20 years

reported the highest total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 29.18,
SD

=

8.1 l), while those who had studied a language for 4.5 to 5.5 years reported the

lowest total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 26.82, SD 4 . 4 3 ) .
Levene's test was not significant @ = .284) and there was not a significant effect of years
spent studying a language on total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies score
(F= .592, p

=

.669). The results of ANOVA of differences in total Metacognitive

Language-Learning Strategies scores according to years studied a language is presented
in Table 4-87.

Table 4-87

ANOVA of Differences in Total Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategy Scores
Accovding to Years Studied a Language: (N = 247)
Variable

N

Mean Score

Years Studying a Language
0 to 1
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

70
43
57
38
39

27.46
28.40
27.93
26.82
29.18

df

F

P

4

592

.67

Affective Language-Learning Strategy Use
Gender. Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language

had slightly higher Affective Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 14.90, SE = .32)
than did their male counterpart (M= 14.41, SE

=

.42, t(245) = -.91,p > .05). There was

not a significant difference of Aflective Language-Learning Strategies use between Male
and Female English-speaking college students. The difference in the Affective Language-

Learning Strategies scores between male and female English-speaking college students
learning a romance language is displayed in Table 4-88.

Table 4-88
Difference in Afective Language-Learning Strategies Scores According to Gender

N

Group and
Variable

Mean

Male

80

14.41

Female

167

14.90

Mean
Difference

-.49

Age.

t-value

-.91

p-value

.36

For the total sample, respondents who were 20 years old reported the

highest Affective Language-Learning Strategies ( M = 15.55, S D = 4.21), while those who
were 21 years old reported the lowest Aflective Language-Learning Strategies ( M =
13.75, SD

=

4.02). The Levene's test statistic was not significant ( p = .148), indicating

there was not a violation of homogeneity of variances. There was not a significant effect
of age on Affective Language-Learning Strategies (F= 1.56, p

=

.174).

Results of

ANOVA of differences in total Affective Language-Learning Strategies scores according
to the age of English-speaking college students learning a romance language is shown in
Table 4-89.

Table 4-89

ANOVA of Differences in Total Affective Language-Learning Strategies Scores
According to Age (N

= 244)

N

Variable

Mean
Score

df

F

P

23 and over

College grade level. For the total sample, sophomores reported the highest total

Affective Language-Learning Strategies score ( M

=

15.50, SD

=

4.07) and seniors

reported the lowest total Affective Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 13.88, SD
=3.07). The Levene's test statistic was not significant 0, = .130) for college grade level.
College grade level did not have a significant effect on the total Affective Language-

Learning Strategies score ( F = 1.68, p = .171). Results of the difference in total Affective
Language-Learning Strategies scores according to the college grade level of Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 4-90.

Table 4-90

ANOVA of Differences in Total Affective Language-Learning Strategies Scores
According to College Grade Level: (N= 246)
N

Variable

Mean
Score

df

F

P

College Grade Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

College major. For the total sample, English-speaking college students who
reported a major in Management had the highest total Affective Language-Learning

Strategies score ( M

=

15.40, SD

=

3.47), while those respondents who reported IT,

Engineering, and Science as a major had the lowest total Affective Language-Learning

Strategies score ( M = 13.56, SD = 4.95). The Levene's test statistic was not significant
J
(J

=

.800). There was not a significant effect of college major on Affective Language-

Learning Strategies score (F = .320, p

=

.901). The results of ANOVA of difference in

total AfSective Language-Learning Strategies score according to the college major of
English-speaking college students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 491.

Table 4-91
ANOVA of Differences in Total Affective Language-Learning Strategy According to
College Major (N = 248)
Variable

N

Mean
Score

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science,
Education & Human Development

14
196

15.21
14.74

Health & 1-luman Services
IT, Engineering, & Science

6
9

15.17
13.56

Management

10

15.40

The Arts

13

14.15

df

F

P

5

.320

.90

Race. English-speaking college students classified as Black (2), had the highest
total ASfective Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 15.05, SD

=

4.76). English-

speaking college students classified as Other (6) reported the lowest total Aflective
Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 13.33, SD = 3.93). The Levene's test was not
significant ( p = .150), and there was not a significant effect of race on total Affective
Language-Learning Strategies score (F = ,468, p

=

.759). Results of the ANOVA of

difference of the total Affective Language-Learning Strategies score according to race are
presented in Table 4-92.

Table 4-92
ANOVA of Differences in Total Aflective Language-Learning Strategy Score According
to Race: (N = 241)
Variable

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander
Other

Ethnicity.

N

Mean
Score

203
19

14.89
15.05
13.75
13.80

8

5

df

F

P

4

.468

.76

Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a

romance language had higher total Afective Language-Learning Strategies scores (M=
15.46, SE

=

1.28) than Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino students learning a romance

language (M= 14.80, SE =. 277 t(215) = . ,533, p > .05). However, there was not a
significant difference in total Aflective Language-Learning Strategies use scores between
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino respondents. The difference in the
total Aflective Language-Learning Strategies scores between Non-Hispanic or NonLatino and Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a romance
language are illustrated in Table 4-93.

Table 4-93
Dgerences in Afective Language-Learning Strategy Use According to Ethnicity

Group and Variable

Non-Hispanic or NonLatino
Hispanic or Latino

N

Mean

206

14.80

11

15.46

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

,658

.533

.594

Number of languages spoken. For the total sample, students who speak four or

more languages reported the highest total Affective Language-Learning Stvategies score

(M = 20.00, SD

=

5.29) and students who speak two languages reported the lowest

Affective Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 14.28, SD = 4.39). The Levene's test

was not significant ( p

=

.148) and there was not a significant effect of numbers of

languages spoken on Afective Language-Learning Strategies (F = 2.20, p

=

.088). The

results of ANOVA of differences in total Affective Language-Learning Strategies scores
according to the number of languages spoken are shown in Table 4-94.

Table 4-94

ANOVA of Differences in Affective Language Learning Strategy According to Number o f
Language Spoken: (N = 241)
Variable

N

Number of Languages Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 lang~~ages

145
69
24
3

Mean
Score

df

F

P

3

2.20

.09

14.75
14.28
14.63
20.00

Years studying the language. Students who studied a language for 4.5 to 5.5

years reported the highest total AfSective Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 15.58,

SD = 4.99), while those who had studied a language for three to four years reported the
lowest total Affective Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 14.26, SD =3.72). The
Levene's test was not significant O, = .077),and there was not a significant effect of years
spent studying a language on total Affective Language-Learning Strategies score (F=
.781, p

=

.539).

The results of ANOVA of differences in total Affective Language-

Learning Strategies scores according to years studied a language in Table 4-95.

Table 4-95
ANOVA of Differences in Total AfSective Language-Learning Strategy Scores According
to Years Studied a Language: (N = 244)
Variable

N

Mean Score

Years Studying a Language
Otol
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

70
42
57
38
37

14.71
15.07
14.26
15.58
14.35

df

F

P

4

.781

.54

Social Language-Learning Strategy Use
Gender. Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language

had significantly higher Social Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 20.24, SE

.40) than did their male counterpart (M= 17.96, SE

=

.60, (247)

=

=

-3.16, p < .05). The

difference in the total Social Language-Learning Strategies scores between male and
female English-speaking college students learning a romance language is displayed in
Table 4-96.
Table 4-96
Comparison of Social Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender

N

Group and
Variable
Male

80

Mean

Mean
Difference

169

p-value

17.96
-2.27

Female

t-value

20.24

-3.16

.OO

Age. For the total sample, respondents who were 18 years old reported the
highest total Social Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 21.26, SD = 5.40), while
those who were 22 years old reported the lowest total Social Language-Learning
Strategies score ( M = 17.71, SD
(p

=

=

5.25). The Levene's test statistic was not significant

,783). There was not a significant effect of age on the total Social Language-

Learning Strategies score (F= 1.45, p

=

.208). The results of ANOVA of differences in

total Social Language-Learning Strategies scores according to the age of Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language is shown in Table 4-97.
Table 4-97
ANOVA of Differences in Total Social Language-Learning Strategy Score Accoi*ding to
Age (N = 246)
Variable

N

Mean
Score

df

Welch
F

p

Age
18

19
20
21
22

23 and over

College grade level. For the total sample, freshmen reported the highest total
Social Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 20.31, SD

=

5.08) and seniors reported

the lowest total Social Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 17.85, SD =5.41).

The

Levene's test statistic was not significant ( p = .637) for college grade level. There was a
trend relationship between college grade level and the total Social Language-Learning

Strategies score ( F

=

2.48, p

=

.062). The results of the difference in total Social

Language-Learning Strategies scores according to the college grade level of Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language is displayed in Table 4-98.
Table 4-98
ANOVA o f Differences in Social Language-Learning Strategy Score According to
College Grade Level: (N = 248)
Variable

N

Mean
Score

df

F

P

College Grade Level
Freshinan
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

College major. For the total sample, English-speaking college students who

reported a major in Management had the highest total Social Language-Learning
Strategies score ( M

=

21.80, SD

=

5.87), while those respondents who reported IT,

Engineering, and Science as a major had the lowest total Social Language-Learning
Strategies score ( M = 18.20, SD

=

4.98). The Levene's test statistic was not significant

0, = .996). There was not a significant effect of college major on Social LanguageLearning Strategies score (F = .877,p

=

.497). The results of ANOVA of differences in

total Social Language-Learning Strategies score according to the college major of
English-speaking college students learning a romance language are displayed in Table 499.

Table 4-99
ANOVA of Differences in Total Social Language-Learning Strategy According to College

Major (N

-

250)

Variable

N

Mean
Score

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science,
Education & Human Development

14
197

20.57
19.26

Health & Hulnan Services
IT, Engineering, & Science

6
10

19.83
18.20

Management

10

2 1.80

The Arts

13

2 1.OO

df

F

P

5

377

.50

Race. English-speaking college students classified as "Other" had the highest

total Social Language-Learning Strategies score ( M

=

22.00, SD

=

8.27). English-

speaking college students classified as Black (2) reported the lowest total Social
Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 19.24, SD = 4.56). The Levene's test was not

significant (p

=

.312), and there was not a significant effect of race on total Social

Language-Learning Strategies score ( F = .526, p

=

.717). Results of the ANOVA of

difference of the total Social Language-Learning Strategies score according to race are
presented in Table 4-100.

Table 4- 100
ANOVA o f Diffel-ences in Social Language-Learning Strategy Score According to Race:

N

Variable

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander
Other

Ethnicity.

Mean
Score

203
21
8
5

19.44
19.24
19.38
2 1.60

6

22.00

df

F

P

4

.526

.72

Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino English-speaking college students

learning a romance language had slightly higher total Social Language-Learning
Strategies scores (M=19.75, SE

=

,368) Hispanic or Latino students than learning a

romance language (M=19.00, SE = 2.05 t218) = -.452,p > .05). However, there was not
a significant difference in total Social Language-Learning Strategies use scores between
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino respondents. The difference in the
total Social Language-Learning Strategies scores between Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino
and Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a romance language
are displayed in Table 4-101.

Table 4- 10 1
Differences in Social Language-Learning Strategies According to Ethnicity
Group and Variable

N

Non-Hispanic or NonLatino

Mean

206

19.75

11

19.00

Mean
t-value
Difference

-.755
Hispanic or Latino

p-value

-.452

,652

Number of language.^ spoken. For the total sample, students who speak four or

more languages reported the highest total Social Langzrage-Learning Strategies score ( M
=

24.00, SD

=

6.00) and students who speak 1 language reported the lowest Social

Language-Learning Stmtegies score ( M = 19.01, SD = 5.15). The Levene's test was not
significant (p = 315) and there was not a significant effect of numbers of language
spoken on Social Language-Learning Strategies ( F

-

.2.35, p

=

.073). The results of

ANOVA of differences in total Social Language-Learning Strategies scores according to
the number of language spoken are shown in Table 4-102.
Table 4-102
ANOVA of Differences in Social Language-Learning Strategy According to Number of
Language Spoken: (N = 242)
Variable

Number of Language Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages

N

145
69
25
3

Mean
Score

19.01
19.78
21.48
24.00

df

F

P

3

2.35

.07

Years studying the language. Students who studied a language for 6 to 20 years
reported the highest total Social Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 20.82, SD

=

5.26). Although the mean scores among the other categories were very close, those who
had studied a language for 3 to 4 years reported the lowest total Social Language-

Learning Strategies score ( M = 19.23, SD =4.68). The Levene's test was not significant
@ = .599), and there was not a significant effect of years spent studying a language on

total Social Language-Learning Strategies score (F= ,658, p

=

.622).

The results of

ANOVA of differences in total Social Language-Learning Strategies scores according to
years studied a language in Table 4-1 03.
Table 4-103

ANOVA of Differences in Social Language-Learning Strategy Scores According to Years
Studied a Language: (N = 246)
-

-

Variable

N

Mean Score

Years Studying a Language
0 to 1
1.5 to 2.5
3to4
.
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

70
43
56
38
39

19.34
19.33
19.23
19.26
20.82

df

10

P

4

.658

.62

Total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies Use
Gender. Female students learning a romance language had significantly higher

Indirect Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 63.45, SE = 1.1 1) than did their male
counterpart (M= 58.93, SE

=

1.59, t(244) = -2.31, p < .05). There was a significant

difference in the total of Indirect Language-Learning Strategies use of male and female

respondents. The difference in the total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies scores
between male and female English-speaking college students leaming a romance language
is displayed in Table 4-104.
Table 4- 104

Differences in Indirect Language-Learning Strategy Use According to Gender
Group and
Variable

N

Mean

Male

80

58.93

Female

166

Age.

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-4.52

-2.3 1

.02

63.45

For the total sample, respondents who were 18 years old reported the

highest Indirect Language-Learning Strategies ( M = 65.57, SD

=

15.77), while those

who were 20 years old reported the lowest Indirect Language-Learning Strategies ( M =
57.31, SD = 15.50). The Levene's test statistic was not significant ( p = .873), and there
was a trend relationship between age and Indirect Language-Learning Strategies (F=
1.93, p

=

.091).

The results of ANOVA of differences in total Indirect Language-

Learning Strategies scores according to the age of English-speaking college students
leaming a romance language is shown in Table 4-105.

Table 4-105
ANOVA of Differences in Total Indirect Language-Learning Strategy According to Age

-

~

Variable

N

Mean
Score

Welch
F

df

p

Age
18
19

20
21
22
23 and over

College grade level. For the total sample, those who were freshmen reported the
highest total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score ( M

=

65.44, SD

=

14.43),

while those who were seniors reported the lowest total Indirect Language-Learning
Strategies score ( M = 57.67, SD

=

13.60).

The Levene7s test statistic was also not

significant for college grade level (p = .702). The results for the ANOVA indicated a
significant effect of college grade level on total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies
score (F

=

2.63, p

=

,051). The results of ANOVA of differences in total Indirect

Language-Learning Strategies score according to college level are shown in Table 4-106.

Table 4- 106
ANOVA of Differences in Total Indirect Language-Learning Strategy According to
College Grade Level: (N = 245)
N

Variable

College Grade Level
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Senior> Freshman

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

df

3
45
64
79
57

F

P

2.6

.05

Post Hoc
Comparisons
PLSD
P
Scheffe

65.44
62.47
62.37
57.67
7.77

.01

College major. For the total sample, English-speaking college students who

reported a major in Management had the highest total Indirect Language-Learning
Strategies score ( M = 69.00, SD

=

15.03), while those respondents who reported IT,

Engineering, and Science as a major had the lowest total Indirect Language-Learning
Strategies score ( M = 59.22, SD = 17.17). The Levene's test statistic was not significant

01 = 3 6 ) . There was not a significant effect of college major on Indirect LanguageLearning Strategies score (F = 1 . 1 3 , ~= .348). The results of ANOVA of differences in
total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score according to the college major of
English-speaking college students learning a romance language are displayed in Table 4-

ns

Table 4- 107
ANOVA of Differences in Total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies Scores According

to College Major (N = 247)
Variable

N

College Major
Undecided
Humanities, Social Science,
Education & Human Development
Health & Human Services
IT, Engineering, & Science

Mean

195

67.43
61.13

6
9

64.33
59.22

14

fl

F

P

5

1.13

.35

Management
The Arts

Race.

English-speaking college students classified as American Indian, Alaska

Native, Native Hawaiian, or other Pacific Islander (4), had the highest total Indirect

Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 66.80, SD = 8.59). English-speaking college
students classified as Asian (3) reported the lowest total Indirect Language-Learning

Strategies score ( M = 59.00, SD = 17.84). The Levene's test was not significant ( p =
.48 l), and there was not a significant effect of race on total Indirect Language-Learning

Strategies score (F = .3 13, p

=

,869). Results of the ANOVA of difference of the total

Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score according to race are presented in Table 4108.

Table 4-1 08

ANOVA of Differences in Total indirect Language-Learning Strategies Scores According
to Race: (N = 240)
Variable

Race
White
Black
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander
Other

Ethnicity.

N

Mean
Score

19
8
5

61.74
59.00
66.80

6

65.50

df

F

P

Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a

romance language had higher total indirect Language-Learning Strategies scores
(M=63.18, SE

=

4.65) Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino students than learning a romance

language (M= 62.34, SE = 1.01 t(215) = ,188, p > .05). There was not a significant
difference in total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies use scores between NonHispanic or Non-Latino and Hispanic or Latino respondents. The difference in the total
Indirect Language-Learning Strategies scores between Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino and
Hispanic or Latino English-speaking college students learning a romance language are
displayed in Table 4-109.

Table 4- 109
Differences in Total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies According to Ethnicity
Group and Variable

Mean

N

Mean
t-value
Difference

p-value

Total LLS

Non-Hispanic or NonLatino

206

62.34
346

Hispanic or Latino

11

188

.85 1

63.18

Total Indirect LLS Use: Language Learning Experience
Number of languages spoken. For the total sample, students who speak four or

more languages reported the highest total Indirect Language-Learning Stvategies score

( M = 80.33, S D

=

18.01) and students who speak one language reported the lowest total

Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 60.48, SD = 12.84). The Levene's test

was not significant (p = .096), and there was a significant effect of numbers of language
spoken on total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score ( F = 2.72, p

=

.045). The

results of ANOVA of differences in total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies scores
according to the number of language spoken are shown in Table 4-1 10.

Table 4- 110
ANOVA of Differences in Indirect Language-Learning Strategy According to Number o f
Languages Spoken: (N = 240)
Variable

Number of Languages Spoken
Speaks 1 language
Speaks 2 languages
Speaks 3 languages
Speaks 4 languages or more
Speaks 4 languages > Speaks 1
language
Speaks 4 languages > Speaks 2
languages

N

Mean
Score

144
69
24
3

60.48
63.10
64.92
80.33

Mean
Difference

df

3

F

P

2.72

.05

Post Hoc
Comparisons
P
Y
LSD
Scheffe

19.85

.02

ns

17.23

.04

ns

Years studying the language. Students who studied a language for 6 to 20 years

reported the highest total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 64.03, SD =
14.76), while those who had studied a language for 3 to 4 years reported the lowest total
Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 61.29, SD =12.14). The Levene's test
was not significant (p

=

.329), and there was not a significant effect of years spent

studying a language on total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score (F= .239, p
.916).

=

The results of ANOVA of differences in total Indirect Language-Learning

Strategies scores according to years studied a language in Table 4-1 11.

Table 4-1 1 1
ANOVA of Differences in Total Indirect Language-Learning Strategy Scores According
to Years Studied a Language: (N = 243)
Variable

Years Studying a Language
0 to 1
1.5 to 2.5
3 to4
4.5 to 5.5
6 to 20

N

70
42
56
38
37

Mean Score

df

F

P

4

.239

.92

61.51
62.2 1
6 1.29
61.66
64.03

Research Question 4: Explanatory Variables of Language-Learning Strategies
Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, and motivation
signiJicant explanatory variables of the9equency of use of language-learning strategies
(memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social) of English-

.

speaking college students learning a romance language?

Multiple regression analyses with the stepwise method was used to see if
demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and motivation, were
significant explanatory variables of the frequency of use of language-learning strategies
(Memory, Cognitive, Compensation, Metacognitive, Affective, and Social) used by

English- speaking college students who are second language learners. Separate

regression analyses were conducted for the total scale, Direct and Indirect LanguageLearning Strategies, and the six individual language-learning strategies.
The VIF and Tolerance for each regression model was examined. The VIF
indicates whether a predictor has a strong linear relationship with other predictors. The
value should not be greater than 10, and if the value is considerably greater than 1, the
regression model may be biased (Field, 2005). The average VIF for all the models was
between 1 and 3, while the tolerance statistics (IIVIF) were all greater than .2, thereby
indicating collinearity was not a problem (Field, 2005).
Dummy variables were created for categorical variables (gender, ethnicity, race,
and college major).

Multiple regressions using the stepwise method were conducted.

This process consisted of entering the predictors with the highest significant statistic
score into the models and continued until only significant predictors remained in the
model with non-significant variables excluded from the model (Field, 2005). Categorical
variables were converted to dummy variables. A dummy variable was created for the
response category. For example, two dummy variables were created for gender; the first
was coded 0 for males and 1 for females. For race, which had six response categories
(White, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian or Alaska Native and
Native), five dummy variables were created. For the first race dummy variable, if
respondents selected "White7' they were coded as 1.

For the second race dummy

variable, if respondents selected "Black" they were coded as 2. For the third race dummy
variable, if respondents selected "Asian" they were coded as 3. For the fourth race
dummy variable, if respondents selected "American IndiadNative Hawaiian" they were

coded as 4 and all who selected "Other" were coded as 6. This same process was
conducted for the remaining categorical variables ethnicity and practice area.
Total SILL, Direct Strategies, and Indirect Strategies
Total SILL. The stepwise process selected Model 3 as the best explanatory

model for predicting the frequency of use of language-learning strategies (total SILL).
The R2 was 53.7% for Model 3, and the adjusted R2 was 53.0%. Analysis of individual
predictors indicated a significant explanatory relationship between Motivational Intensity,
Desire to Learn a Language, College major, and frequency of total language-learning
strategy use. The standardized beta coefficient @) of the dummy variables indicated their
order of significance within the third model. Motivational Intensity (t = 6.45, p
= .44) was

=

.000, P

the most important predictor in the model. Desire to Learn the Language was

the second most important predictor (t = 5.17, p
-2.37, p

=

.002, P

= -. I2), was

= ,000,

P = .35).

College majors, IT ( t =

the third and final significant predictor which reported an

inverse relationship with the frequency of use of language-learning strategies. The
inverse relationship indicated that the greater the frequency of respondents who were IT
majors, the lower the frequency of total language-learning strategy use. The results of the
regression analysis for RQ4 for the total SILL are summarized in Table 4-1 12.
Table 4-1 12
Summarized Regression Analysis of the Explanatoly Variables of the Total SILL (N=204)

P

R2

Adjusted
R2

,000

,464

,461

2

.OOO

.524

,519

3

,000

.537

,530

Variable

F

df

p

Model 1

174.65

1

Model 2

110.52

Model 3

77.25

B

SE/B

t

p

(Constant)
Revised Motivational
Intensity
Total Desire to Learn
the Language
College Majors, IT

16.80
3.77

8.72
.585

.44

6.45

.OO

2.39

.463

.35

5.17

.OO

-16.98

7.16

-.I2

-2.37

.02

Direct strategies. The stepwise process selected Model 2 as the best explanatory
model for predicting the frequency of use of Dil-ect Language-Learning Strategies
(Memory, Cognitive, and Compensation Language-Learning Strategies). The R2 was
43.8% for Model 2 and the adjusted R2 was 43.3%.

The analysis indicated that

Motivational Intensity and Desire to Learn a Language were significant predictors of the
frequency of use of Direct Language-Lea~ning Strategies.

The standardized beta

coefficient @') of the variables indicated their order of significance in explaining the most
frequently used direct language-learning strategies of English-speaking college students
learning a romance language. Motivational Intensity ( t = 5.42, p

=

,000, P

= .41) was

the

most important predictor in the model. Desire to Learn the Language was the second

a

most important predictor ( t = 4.13, p = ,000, = .3 1). Results of the regression analyses
showed Motivational Intensity and Desire to Learn the Language were significant
explanatory variables of the frequency of use of Direct Language-Learning strategies
among English-speaking college students learning a romance language. The results of
the regression analysis for RQ4 for the total Direct Language-Learning strategies are
summarized in Table 4- 1 13.

Table 4-1 13

Summarized Regression Analysis of Explanatory Variables of the Frequency of Use o f
Direct Language-Learning Strategies (N=207)
Variable

F

df

p

Model 1

131.95

1

Model 2
(Constant)
Revised Motivational
Intensity
Total Desire to
Learn the Language

79.64

2

B

P

SE/B

t

p

R2

Adjusted
R2

,000

.392

,389

,000

,438

,433

20.27
1.91

5.25
.354

.41

5.41

.OO

1.15

,280

.31

4.13

.OO

Indirect strategies. The stepwise method was used, producing three models. The
stepwise process selected Model 3 as the best explanatory model for predicting the
frequency of use of Indirect Language-Learning Strategies (Metacognitive, ASfective, and

Social Language-Learning Strategies). The R' was 53.7% for Model 3 and the adjusted

R* was 53.0%. The analysis indicated that Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn the
Language, and college majors (IT) were significant predictors of the frequency of use of
Indirect Language-Learning Strategies. The standardized beta coefficient @) of the
variables indicated their order of significance in explaining the most frequently used

Indirect Language-Learning Strategies of English-speaking college students learning a
romance language. Motivational Intensity (t = 6.48, p = .000, P = .44) was the most
important predictor in the model. Desire to Learn the Language was the second most
important predictor (t = 5.1 1,p = ,000, /I = .35). The third and last significant predictor,
college major IT displayed an inverse relationship with the frequency of use of Indirect

Language-Learning Strategies ( t = -3.06, p

=

.003,

/I = -.15).

This indicates that the

greater the frequency of respondents who were IT majors, the lower the frequency of

Indirect Language-Learning Strategies use.
Results of the regression analyses displayed Motivational Intensity, Desire to

Learn the Language, and college major IT were significant explanatory variables of the
frequency of use of Indirect Language-Learning Strategies among English-speaking
college students learning a romance language. The results of the regression analysis for
RQ4 for the total Indirect Language-Learning Strategies are summarized in Table 4-1 14.
Table 4-1 14

Summarized Regression Analysis ofExplanatory Variables o f the Frequency of Use of
Indirect Language-Learning Strategies (N=210)
F

Variable

df

p

B

SE/B

P

t

p

R'

Adjusted

RZ

Model 1
Model 2

177.24
110.46

1
2

,000
,000

Model 3

79.72

3

.OOO

(Constant)
Revised Motivational
Intensity
Total Desire to
Learn the Language
College Majors (IT)

.537
-2.83
1.88

4.27
,291

.44

6.48

.OO

1.18

.231

.35

5.11

.OO

-11.01

3.60

-.I46 .-3.06

.OO

,530

Memory Language-Learning Strategies
RQ4a Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and

motivation, signijicant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
memory language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?

Model 4 was selected as the best explanatory model for predicting the frequency
of use of Memory Language-Learning Strategies. The R' was 36.4% for Model 4 and the
adjusted R' was 35.2%. Analysis of demographic characteristics, language learning
experience, and motivation, indicated that Motivational Intensity, Gender (Female) Years

studying the language, and language number were significant explanatory variables of
the frequency of use of Memo ry Langziage-Learning Strategies by English-speaking
colleges students learning a romance language. The standardized beta coefficient @) of
the four predictors indicated their order of importance in explaining the frequency of use
of memory strategies. Motivational Intensity was the most important predictor (t = 9.57,

p

=

,000, p

=

.56) of respondents' frequency of use of memory strategies.

(Female) (t =2.48, p

=

,014,

=

Gender

.14) was the second most important predictor in

explaining the frequency of use of memory strategies. The third significant predictor was

years studying the language (t = -2.43, p

=

.016, /?

=

-.14), which displayed an inverse

relationship with the frequency of use of memory strategies among English-speaking
colleges students learning a romance language.

As the years studying a language
The

decreased, the reported use of memory strategies increased among respondents.
fourth and last significant predictor was language number, ( t = -2.05, p = .042, /?

=

-.12)

which indicated the higher the number of languages respondents knew, the fewer the
usage of Memoly Language-Learning Strategies.

The other variables were excluded

from the regression model as explanatory variables.
The results of the regression analysis showed Motivational Intensity, Gender

(Female), Years studying the language, and language number were explanatory variables
of the frequency of use of Memory Language-Learning Strategies among English-

speaking college students learning a romance language. The results of the regression
analysis for RQ4 for Memory Language-Learning Stmtegies are summarized in Table 4-

Table 4-1 15
Summarized Regression Analysis o f Explanatory Variables of Memory LanguageLearning Strategies (N=2 12)
Variable

F

df

p

B

SE/B

P

t

p

RZ

Adjusted

RZ

Model 1
Model 2
Model 3

92.21
51.49
37.52

1
2
3

,000
,000
.OOO

Model 4
(Constant)
Motivational
Intensity
Gender (Female)
Years study the
Language
Language Number

29.62

4

,000

,364
6.40
1.02

2.12
,107

.56

9.57

.OO

1.87
-.344

,754
,141

.14
-.I4

2.48
-2.43

.01
.02

-1.00

,489

-.I2

-2.05

.04

.352

Cognitive Language Learning Strategies
RQdb Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and

motivation, signgcant explanatory variables o f the frequency with which
cognitive language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?

The regression analysis conducted produced four models. Model 4 was selected as
the best explanatory model for predicting the frequency of use of Cognitive LanguageLearning Strategies. The R2was 5 1.2% for Model 4 and the adjusted R2 was 50.3%. The

analysis indicated Desire to Learn the Language, Motivational Intensity, Race (Asian),
and Race (Hawaiian) were significant predictors of the frequency of use of Cognitive
Language-Learning Strategies among English-speaking college students learning a
romance language. The standardized beta coefficient (P) of the four predictors indicated
their order of importance in explaining the frequency of use of Memory LanguageLearning St1,ategie.s. Desire to Learn the Langtrage was the most important predictor ( t =
5.47, p

=

,000, /3

=

.39) of the frequency of use of Cognitive strategies. Motivational

Intensity ( t =5.00, p

=

.000,

P

=

.35) was the second most important predictor in

explaining the frequency of use of Cognitive Language-Leal~ningStrategies. The third
predictor race (Asian) (t = - 2 . 9 6 , ~= ,003, j3 = -.14) had an inverse relationship indicated
the more respondents who were Asian, the lower the frequency of Cognitive LanguageLxarning Strategies. The fourth and last predictor race (Hawaiian) (t = - 2 . 2 9 , ~= ,023, /3
=

-.I I ) also reported an inverse relationship, which indicated the higher the amount of

respondents who were Hawaiian the lower the frequency of Cognitive LanguageLearning Strategies use.
The results of the regression analysis showed Desire to Learn the Language,
Motivational Intensity, Race (Asian), and Race (Hawaiian) were explanatory variables of
the frequency of use of Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies among Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language. The results of the regression
analysis for RQ4 for Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies are summarized in Table 4116.

Table 4- 1 16
Summarized Regi,ession Analysis of Explanatory Variables o f Cognitive LanguageLearning Strategies (N=213)
Variable

F

df

p

Model 1
Model 2
Model 3

153.46
96.92
69.59

1
2
3

,000
,000
,000

Model 4
(Constant)
Tot Desire to Learn
the Language
Motivational
Intensity
Race (Asian)

54.57

4

,000

Race (Hawaiian)

B

SE/B

3.90

2.76

-8.64

3.77

P

-.I 1

t

-2.29

p

R'

Adjusted
R'

,512

,503

.02

Compensation Language-Learning Strategies
RQ4c Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and

motivation, significant explanatory variables o f the frequency with which
compensation language-learning strategies are used by ~k~lish-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
Model 2 was selected through the stepwise process, as the best explanatory model
for predicting the frequency of use of Compensation Language-Learning Strategies. The
R2 was 7.5% for Model 2 and the adjusted R* was 6.6%. Analysis of demographic
characteristics, language-learning experience, and motivation, indicated that Motivational
Intensity and College major (Management) were significant predictors of the frequency
of use of compensation language-learning strategies among English-speaking colleges
students learning a romance language. The standardized beta coefficient (J) of the two

predictors indicated their order of importance in explaining the frequency of use of

Compensation strategies. Motivational Intensity was the most important predictor (t =
3.06, p

=

.002,

strategies.

=2.59, p

=

P

=

.21) of the frequency of use of compensation language-learning

College majors (Management) was the second most important predictor (t
.0 10, P = .17) in explaining the frequency of use of Compensation Language-

Learning Strategies. The other variables were excluded from the regression model as
explanatory variables. The results of the regression analysis for RQ4 for Compensation

Language-Learning Strategies are summarized in Table 4-1 17
Table 4- 117

Summarized Regression Analysis ofExplanatory Variables of Compensation LanguageLearning Strategies (N=210)
Variable

F

df

p

Model 1

9.77

1

.002

Model 2
(Constant)
Motivational
Intensity
College Majors
(Management)

8.37

2

,000

B

SE/B

j3

t

p

12.95
,246

1.66
,080

.21

3.06

.OO

3.26

1.26

.17

2.59

.01

RZ

Adjusted
R2

.045

.040

.075

.066

Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies

RQdd Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and
motivation, signzjicant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
metacognitive language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?

The stepwise method selected Model 4 as the best explanatory model for
predicting the frequency of use of Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies. The R'
was 62.5% for Model 4 and the adjusted R' was 61.7%. Analysis of demographic
characteristics, language-learning experience, and motivation, indicated that Motivational

Intensity, Desire to Learn the Language, Attitudes Toward Learning the Language, and
College majors IT were significant explanatory variables of the frequency of use of
Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies by English-speaking college students
learning a romance language. The standardized beta coefficient (a) of the four predictors
indicated their order of importance in explaining the usage of Metacognitive Language-

Learning Strategies. Motivational Intensity was the most important predictor (t = 6.89, p
=

,000, p

=

.43) of the frequency of use of Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies.

Desire to learn the language was the second most important predictor ( t =3.94, p = ,000,

p

=

.30) in explaining the frequency of use of Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies. Attitudes Toward Learning the Language (t =2.19, p

=

.030, p = .15) were the

third important predictor in explaining the frequency of use of Metacognitive Language-

Learning Strategies. The fourth and last predictor was college major IT (t
.025, j?

=

=

-2.26, p

=

-.lo), which displayed an inverse relationship indicated the more respondents

who were IT majors, the fewer Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies used. The
other variables were excluded from the regression model as explanatory variables.
The results of the regression analysis showed Motivational Intensity, Desire to

Learn the Language, Attitudes Toward Learning the Language, and College majors IT
were explanatory variables of the frequency of use of Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies among English-speaking college students learning a romance language. The

results of the regression analysis for RQ4 for Metacognitive Language-Learning
Strategies are summarized in Table 4-1 18.
Table 4- 1 1 8
Summarized Regression Ana!vsis o f Explanatory Variables of Me tacognitive LanguageLearning Str*ategies(N=213)
Variable

F

df

p

Model I
Model 2
Model 3

245.37
163.11
111.75

1
2
3

,000
,000
,000

86.54

4

.OOO

Model 4
(Constant)
Motivational
Intensity
Desire to Learn a
Language
College Majors (IT)
Attitudes towards
learning a language

B

SE/B

P

t

p

R'

Adjusted
R*

.625

,617

Affective Language-Learning Strategies

RQ4, Are demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, and
motivation, signiJicant explanatory variables of thefvequency with which
affective language-learning strategies are used by English-speaking
college students learning a romance language?
The stepwise method selected Model 2 as the best explanatory model for
predicting the frequency of use of Affective Language-Learning Strategies. The R~ was
15.4% for Model 4 and the adjusted R~ was 14.6%.

Analysis of demographic

characteristics, language-learning experience, and motivation, indicated that Motivational

Intensity, and Race (White) were significant explanatory variables of the frequency of use
of Affective Language-Learning Strategies by English-speaking college students learning
a romance language. The standardized beta coefficient (,B) of the two predictors indicated
their order of importance in explaining the frequency of use of Affective LanguageLearning Strategies. Motivational Intensity was again the most important predictor ( t =
5.89, p

=

.000,

Strategies.

P

=

.38) of the frequency of use of Affective Language-Learning

Race (White) ( t =2.14, p

=

.033, P

=

.14) was the second most important

predictor in explaining the frequency of use of Affective Language-Learning Strategies.
This indicates the more White respondents in the study the more the higher frequency of
use of Affective Language-Learning Strategies. The other variables were excluded from
the regression model as explanatory variables. The results of the regression analysis
showed Motivational Intensity, and Race (White), were explanatory variables of the
frequency of use of Affective Language-Learning Strategies among English-speaking
college students learning a romance language. The results of the regression analysis for
RQ4 for Affective Language-Learning strategies are summarized in Table 4-1 19.
Table 4- 1 19
Summarized Regression Analysis of Explanatoly Variables of Affective LanguageLearning Strategies (N=211)
Variable

F

df

p

B

SE/B

P

t

p

RZ

Adjusted

RZ

Model 1

32.74

1

,000

,135

,154
Model 2
(Constant)
Motivational
Intensity
Race (White)

18.95

2

.OOO
4.61
.438

1.66
,074

.38

5.89

.OO

1.45

.678

.14

2.14

.03

,131
,146

Social Language-Learning Strategies
RQ4f

Are den~ographiccharacteristics, language learning experiences, and
motivation, sign$cant explanatory variables of the frequency with which
social language lea18ningstrategies are used by English speaking college
students who a7-e second language learners?

The stepwise method selected Model 3 as the best explanatory model for the
frequency of use of Social Language-Learning Strategies. The R2 was 40.5% for Model 3
and the adjusted R2 was 39.6%.

Regression analysis of demographic characteristics,

language-learning experience, and motivation, indicated that Desire to Learn the
Language, Motivational Intensity, and College majors (IT) were significant explanatory
variables of the frequency of use of Social Language-Learning Strategies by EnglishThe standardized beta

speaking colleges students learning a romance language.

coefficient (8) of the three predictors indicated their order of importance in explaining the
frequency of use of Memory Language-Learning Strategies.
Language was the most important predictor (t = 4.81, p

= .000,

Desire to Learn the

P = .37) of the frequency

of use of Affective Language-Learning Strategies. Motivational Intensity (t =4.05, p

=

.000, ,8 = .3 1) was the second most important predictor in explaining the frequency of use
of Social Language-Learning Strategies. And the third and last predictor was college
major IT ( t = -2.87, p

=

.005,

= -.I@,

which displayed an inverse relationship with the

frequency of use of social strategies among English-speaking college students learning a
romance language. This inverse relationship indicated as the number of respondents who
were IT majors increased the fewer use of Social Language-Learning Strategies.

The results of the regression analysis showed Desire to Learn the Language,
Motivational Intensity, and College major (IT) were explanatory variables of the
frequency of use of Social Language-Learning Strategies among English-speaking
college students learning a romance language. The results of the regression analysis for

RQ4 for Social Language-Learning sti-ategies are summarized in Table 4- 120.

Table 4-120
Summarized Regression Analysis of Explanatory Variables o f Social Language-Learning
Strategies (IV=212)
Variable

F

df

p

Model 1
Model 2

107.26
64.34

1
2

,000
,000

Model 3
(Constant)
Desire to Learn a
Language
Motivational
Intensity
College Major (IT)

47.13

3

,000

B

SE/B

-.944

1.79

P

t

p

R2

Adjusted
R2

,405

,396

Research Hypotheses
Research Hypothesis 1: Explanatory Variables of Expected Course Grade
Demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation, and
frequency of use of language-learning strategies (memory, cognitive, compensation
metacognitive, affective, and social strategies) are signijcant explanatory variables of
the expected course grade of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language.
Multiple regression analyses using the stepwise method was used to examine
whether demographic characteristics, language-learning experiences, motivation, and
frequency of use of language-learning strategies (Memory, Cognitive, Compensation,
Metacognitive, Affective, and Social Language-Learning Strategies) were significant
explanatory variables of the expected course grade of English speaking college students
learning a romance language.
Dummy variables were first created for the categorical variables (gender and
ethnicity). Subsequently, the stepwise method was conducted which consisted of SPSS
entering predictors with the highest t- statistic into a model until none of the predictors tstatistic value was less that .05 (Field, 2005). The models consisted of predictors entered
according to the highest significant statistic score. This process continued until none of
the predictors were removed within the models (Field, 2005, p 226.) All five of the
models produced were significant (p < .05).

Model 5 was selected as the best

explanatory model for predicting expected course grades of English-speaking college
students studying a romance language.

Analysis

of

demographic

characteristics,

language-learning

experience,

motivation, and frequency of use of language learning strategies indicated that Attitudes
Toward Learning the Language, Years studying the language, Motivational Intensity and
Affective Language-Learning Strategies were significant predictors of expected course
grade. The standardized beta coefficient (P) of the five predictors indicated their order of
importance in explaining expected course grade. Moiivational Intensity was the most
.000, P

=

.32) of expected course grades. The amount

of years studying the language (t =3.18, p

=

.002, P = .19) was the second most important

important predictor ( t = 3.89, p

=

predictor of expected course grade. The third predictor of expected course grade was
Attitudes Toward Learning the Language ( t = 2.32, p

=

.021, j3 = .19). However, the

following two predictors were significant of expected course grade, yet displaying an
inverse relationship. The first inverse relationship was the respondents' grade level. As
the grade level decreased (i = -2.65, p
grades increased.

=

,009, j3

=

-.17) the reported expected course

The second inverse relationship that was an important predictor of

expected course grade was Affective Language-Learning Strategies (t = -2.47, p
=

=

,014, j3

-. 16). The higher the expected course grades, the fewer Affective Language-Learning

Strategies were reported used by respondents. Results of the regression analyses showed

H1 was partially supported because Attitudes Toward Learning the Language, years
spent studying a language, Motivational Intensity, grade level, and Affective LanguageLearning Strategies were explanatory variables of expected course grades. The other
variables were excluded from the regression model as explanatory variables. The results
of the regression analysis for H1 are summarized in Table 4-121.

Table 4-121
Summarized Regression Analysis of Explanatoy Variables of Expected Course Grade
Variable

F

df

p

B

SE/B

P

!

p

RZ

Adjusted

RZ

Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4

45.72
28.44
22.71

Model 5
(Constant)
Attitudes toward
learning the language
Years study the
Motivational
Intensity
Grade level
Affective Strategy

1

,000

.OOO
,000

19.03

2
3
4

16.84

5

,000

,000

,298
2.28

,281

,166

Hypothesis 2: Expected Course Grarle
and Language-Learning Strategies
Of the six language-learning strategies explanatory variables, the order of
importance in predicting the expected course grade of English-speaking college students
learning a romance language is as follows: melacognitive strategies> social strategies
>cognitive strategies>memo ry strategies>aSfective memory> compensation.

The goal of this hypothesis was to test whether the hypothesized order of
importance of the six language-learning strategies in predicting the expected course grade
of English-speaking college students studying a romance language did in fact reflect the
actual relative importance of each of the strategies in predicting expected course grade. It
was determined that using hierarchical (forward) multiple regression would result in a
model where only the significant predictors would be included. For that reason, the enter

method was used instead, with each strategy entered hierarchically into a separate block
in the hypothesized order.
Using this method produced six models, with an additional strategy being added
until all six were included in model 6. All of the models produced had significant F
values, and the t statistic for both was significant for the constant. The R2 was 13.1% for
Model 1, and 20.6% for Model 6. The adjusted R~ also gradually increased from Model 1

(13.1%) to Model 2 (13.6%). Model 6 was selected as the best explanatory model for
predicting expected course grades according to the order of language learning strategy.
The R2 was 20.6% for Model 6 and the adjusted R' was 18.5%.
Analysis of individual language-learning strategies indicated two of the strategies

(Metacognitive and Affective) were significant predictors of expected course grade. The
remaining predictors (Social, Cognitive, Memory and compensation) were not
significant. The standardized beta coefficient (P) of the six language-learning strategies
indicated their order of importance in explaining expected course grade. Metacognitive

Language-Learning Strategies (t

=

4.27, p

=

,000, p

=

.45)were the most important

predictor in the model. Affective Language-Learning Strategies were the second most
important predictor (t = -4.52, p

= .000,

P = -.34).

This inverse relationship indicated the

frequency of Afective Language-Learning Strategies use decreased, expected course
grades increased. Results of the regression analyses showed H2 was partially supported
because only metacognitive and affective strategies were explanatory variables of
expected course grade, while Social, Cognitive, Memory, and Compensation Language-

Learning Strategies were included in the model but were not significant. The results of
the regression analysis for H2 are summarized inTable 4-122.

Table 4- 122
Summarized Regression Analysis of the Classification of Language-Learning Strategies
and Expected Coui-se grade) (N=235)
Variable

F

df

p

Model 1
Model 2
hlodel3
Model 4
Model 5

36.29

1
2
3
4
5

.OOO

18.28
12.14
9.12
11.81

B

SE/B

P

t

p

R~

Adjusted
R~

,000
,000
,000
.000

Model 6
(Constant)
Metacognitive
Strategies
Affective Strategies
Social Strategies
Cognitive Strategies
Memory Strategies
Compensation
Strategies

Research Hypothesis 3: Differences in the Frequency of Language-Learning
Strategy Use According to Gender
Women will have significantly higher frequencies of use of language-learning
strategies (total SILL score and each individual SILL strategy) than will men.

Seven independent samples t-tests were conducted to test whether female Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language had significantly higher
frequencies of use of language-learning strategies (total SILL score and each individual
strategy) than their male counterparts. H3 was supported for all strategy types except
Compensation and AfSective Language-Learning Strategies.

Total SILL Use
Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language had
significantly higher total language-learning strategy scores (M= 147.73, SE

=

3.94) than

male English-speaking college students leaming a romance language (M=140.47, SE

=

3.34, t(233) = -2.74, p < .05). Based on these results, H3 was supported for total SILL
use. Results from the independent t-test comparing total SILL scores of males and
females are displayed in Table 4-123.
Table 4-1 23

Comparison of Total Language-Learning Strategies According Gender
Group and
Variable

N

Mean

Male

76

140.47

Female

159

151.28

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-10.80

-2.74

.O 1

Total LLS

Direct Language-Learning Strategy Use
Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language had
significantly higher Direct (Memoly, Cognitive, and Compensation) Language-Learning

Strategies scores (M= 88.06, SE

=

1.18) than their male counterparts (M=81.47, SE

=

1.90, t(237) = -3.05, p < .05). Based on these results, H3 was supported for Direct

Language-Learning Strategies use. Results from the independent t-test comparing Direct
Language-Learning Strategies scores of males and females are displayed in Table 4-124.

Table 4- 124

Comparison of Direct Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender
Group and
Variable
Total Direct LLS
Male
Female

N

Mean

76

81.47

163

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-6.58

-3.05

.OO

88.06

Memory Language-Learning Strategy Use
According to the independent t-test conducted female English-speaking college
students learning a romance language had significantly higher Memory Langz~age-

Learning Strategies scores (M= 26.96, SE = .44) than their male counterparts (M= 23.77,
SE = .69, t(243) = -3.95, p < .05). Based on these results, H3 was supported for Memory
Language-Learning Strategies use. The results from the independent t-test comparing
Memory Language-Learning Strategies scores of males and females are displayed in
Table 4-125.

Table 4- 125

Comparison o f Memory Language -Learning Strategies According to Gender
Group and
Variable

N

Mean

Male

79

23.77

Female

166

26.96

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-3.18

-3.95

.OO

Total Memory
LLS

Cognitive Language-Learning Strategy Use

Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language had
significantly higher Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 42.45, SE = .70)
than did male students learning a romance language (M= 39.38, SE

=

1.04, t (246)

=

-

2.51, p < .05). Based on these results, H3 was supported for Cognitive LanguageLearning Strategies use. The results from the independent t-test comparing Cognitive
Language-Learning Strategies scores of males and females are displayed in Table 4-126.
Table 4-126

Comparison of Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender
Group and
Variable
Total Cognitive
LLS
Male

Female

N

Mean

79

39.38

169

42.58

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-3.06

-2.5 1

.02

Compensation Language-Learning Strategy Use

Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language had
higher Compensation Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 18.41, SE
did their male counterpart (M= 17.94, SE

=

.48, t(245)

=

=

.30) than

-363, p > .05), but the

difference was not significant 0,= .38). Based on these results, H3 was not supported for

Compensation Language-Learning Strategies use. The results from the independent ttest comparing Compensation Language-Learning Strategies scores of males and females
are displayed in Table 4-127.

Table 4- 127

Comparison of Compensation Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender
Group and Variable

N

Mean

78

17.94

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-.47

-.86

.38

Total Compensation
LLS

Male
Female

169

18.41

Indirect Language-Learning Strategy Use

Female students learning a romance language had significantly higher Indirect

(Metacognitive, Affective, and Social) Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 63.45,
SE

=

1.11) than their male counterparts (M= 58.93, SE

=

1.59, t(244) = -2.31, p < .05).

Based on these results, H3 was supported for Indirect Language-Learning Strategies use.

The results from the independent t-test comparing Indirect Language-Learning Strategies
scores of males and females are displayed in Table 4-128.
Table 4- 128
Conlparison o f Indirect Language-Learning Strategies Accovding to Gender
Group and
Variable

N

Mean

Male

80

58.93

Female

166

63.45

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-4.52

-2.3 1

.02

Total Indirect
LLS

Metacognitive Language -Learning Strategy Use

English-speaking college students learning a romance language, female had
significantly higher Metacognitive Language-Learning Stvategies scores (M= 28.57, SE =
.57) than did their male counterpart (M= 26.55, SE = 3 2 , (248) = - 2 . 0 1 , ~
= .05). Based
on these results, H3 was supported for Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies use.
The results from the independent t-test comparing Metacognitive Language-Learning
Strategies scores of males and females are displayed in Table 4-129.
Table 4-129
Comparison of Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender

N

Mean

Male

80

26.55

Female

170

28.57

Group and
Variable

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-2.02

-2.01

.05

Total Metacognitive
LLS

Affective Language-Learning Strategy Use
Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language had
slightly higher Affective Language-Learning Strategies scores (M=14.90, SE = .32) than
did their male counterparts (M= 14.41, SE = .42, t(245) = -.91,p > .05), but the difference
was not significant (p = .36). Based on these results, H3 was not supported for Affective

Language-Learning Sfvategies use. The results from the independent t-test comparing
Affective Language-Learning Stvategies scores of males and females are displayed in
Table 4-130.

Table 4-130

Comparison ofAffective Language-Learning Stvategies According to Gender

N

Mean

Male

80

14.41

Female

167

14.90

Group and
Variable

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-.49

-.91

.36

Total Affective
LLS

.1

Social Language-Learning Strategy Use
Female English-speaking college students learning a romance language had
significantly higher Social Language-Learning Strategies scores (M= 20.24, SE

=

.40)

than did their male counterparts (M=17.96, SE = .60, t(247) = -3.16, p < .05). Based on
these results, H3 was supported for Social Language-Learning Strategies use. Results

from the independent t-test Social Language-Learning Strategies scores of males and
females are displayed in Table 4-13 1.
Table 4- 131
Comparison o f Social Language-Learning Strategies According to Gender
Group and
Variable
Total Social LLS
Male

Female

N

Mean

80

17.96

169

20.24

Mean
Difference

t-value

p-value

-2.27

-3.16

.OO

Summary

This exploratory (comparative and explanatory (correlational) study using
independent t-tests, ANOVA, simple and multiple regression examined the motivation
4

and language learning strategy use of English-speaking college students learning a
romance language. From a total accessible population of 256 English-speaking college
students learning a romance language at George Mason University in Northern Virginia,
a total of 255 participants (82 males and 17lfemales) completed the surveys distributed
in the participating classrooms producing a 99.6% response rate. The average age of
respondents was 22 years old, and the majority of respondents were White (83.5%) and
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino (95.1%).
Before data analyses related to the exploration of the research questions and
testing of the hypotheses were performed, the psychometric characteristics of each
instrument were analyzed. The reliability of each instrument was estimated through the
calculation of Cronbach's alpha, and exploratory factor analyses provided evidence of the

validity of each instrument. The Motivation Scale had calculated Cronbach's alphas of
.94 (total sample), .94 (male respondents), and .93 (female respondents), indicating the
scale had good reliability among the current sample (Field, 2005). All corrected-item
totals were above .40 (Baillie, 1997), except for five items (4, 6, 7, 8 and 9) within the
Motivational Intensity subscale. The exploratory factor analysis found three to four
factors extracted, with items loading onto separate factors based on attitudes towards
learning a language and intensity of motivation towards learning the target language.
Factor loadings ranged from -.64 to .82 for the total sample.
The SILL scale had calculated Cronbach's alphas of .93 (total sample), .94 (male
respondents), and .93 (female respondents), indicating the scale had good reliability
among the current sample (Field, 2005). Most corrected-item totals were above .40
(Baillie, 1997), except for 14 items, which were about the methods students learn or
handled learning new words and how they handled their emotions and feeling when
learning the target language. Exploratory factor analysis found 13 factors extracted, with
items loading onto separate factors based on methods English-speaking college students
employed to learn the target language.

Factor loadings ranged from -.31 to .85 (total

sample).
The major purpose of this study was to examine relationships related to the
demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation, languagelearning strategies, and expected course grade of English-speaking college students
learning a romance language. There were four research questions and three hypotheses.
The first research question was about the descriptive characteristics of the sample, and
measures of central tendency were provided about the sample's demographic

characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation, language-learning strategies
and expected course grade. The second research question looked at differences in
expected course grade according to demographic characteristics, language-learning
experience, motivation or language-learning strategies using t-tests and ANOVA with
LSD and Scheffe. The third research question explored the difference in languagelearning strategies according to demographic characteristics, language-learning
experience or motivation using independent t-tests and ANOVA. The fourth research
question explored the relationship between demographic characteristics, languagelearning experience, motivation, and language-learning strategies using multiple
regression with the stepwise method. To test hypothesis 2, the enter method was used,
with each strategy entered hierarchically into a separate block in the hypothesized order,
and in the order of importance in predicting the expected course grade of participants.
Lastly, Independent t - test were used to test whether female English-speaking college
students learning a romance language had significantly higher frequencies of use of
language-learning strategies than their male counterparts.
In answering the research questions, findings indicated that there were some
significant differences in motivation and language-learning strategies and expected
course grade according to demographic characteristics, college major and college grade
level.

First, gender, age, college grade level, number or language spoken, and years

studying a language all displayed a significant effect on expected course grade. Majority
of the respondents were found to have spoken two or less languages (88.7%) and have
four years or less (78%) of experience studying a romance language. These two variables
had an effect on the expected course grade of English-speaking college students learning

a romance language, where results of LSD post hoc comparisons found those who
reported speaking four or more languages reported the highest expected course grade than
those who reported speaking less that four languages, in particularly 2.5 or less.

The

LSD post hoc comparisons also found respondents who reported having four years or
more studying a language had reported significantly higher expected course grades than
those who reported having less than four years studying a language. Second, of the nine
independent t-tests and ANOVA analyzing the difference in language-learning strategies
according to demographic characteristics, only gender 0, = .01) exhibited a significant
effect on the frequency of use of language-learning strategies. When the differences of
language-learning strategies were analyzed by individual strategies, gender still displayed
a significant effect on the frequency of use of language-learning strategies. ANOVAs
were conducted to examine the difference of language-learning experiences and other
categorical variables and very few were found to have an effect on the frequency of use
of language-learning strategies.

Multiple regressions and other regression analysis

exhibited, almost each strategy, the sub-scale Motivational Intensity as the most
important predictor and a significant explanatory variable of the frequency of use of
language-learning strategies.
In testing HI, regarding demographic characteristics, language-learning
experience, motivation and the frequency of use of language-learning strategies as
explanatory variable of expected course grade; Attitudes Toward Learning the Language,

years spent studying a language, Motivational Intensity, grade level, and Aflective
Language-Learning Strategies were found to be an explanatory variable of expected
course grade among English-speaking colleges students learning a romance language.

This indicated HI was partially supported. In testing H2, about the order of importance
of the six language-learning strategies (Metacognitive strategies> Social strategies

>Cognitive str*ategies>Memory strategies>Afective strategies Memory strategies>
Compensation strategies) in predicting the expected course grade of respondents, results
indicated that two of the language-learning strategies (Metacognitive and Affective) were
significant predictors of expected course grade. Thus, H2 was partially supported because
these two variables were explanatory variable of expected course grade; however, it did
present itself in the predicted hypothesized order. In testing H3, seven independent t test were conducted to test whether female English-speaking colleges students learning a
romance language had significantly higher frequencies of use of language-learning
strategies than their male counterparts.

The analysis demonstrated that female

respondents had significantly higher frequency of use of language-learning strategies,
except for Compensation and Afective Language-Learning Strategies.

Thus, the

hypothesis was partially supported.
Chapter IV presented descriptive statistics of the sample, discussed the
psychometric characteristics of the instrumentation used in the study, and reported the
results of the examination of research questions and hypotheses testing. Additional
analyses related to the research questions and hypotheses were also reported. Chapter V
will present a discussion of the interpretations, limitations, practical implications,
conclusions, and recommendations pertaining to this study, based on the literature and
findings related to motivation, language-learning strategies, and expected course grade of
English-speaking college students learning a romance language.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Chapter V presents a discussion of the results reported in Chapter IV about
motivation, language learning strategies, and course performance among Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language. Results from the responses to the
research questions and testing of the hypotheses are interpreted in light of the review of
literature. Analyses related to the psychometric characteristics of the instruments used in
this study are compared to studies reviewed related to the instrumentation.

Study

limitations, practical implications, conclusions, and recommendations for future study are
also presented in this chapter.
Interpretations

Psychometric Findings Related to the Motivation Construct and
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)
Reliability of the Motivation Construct
Total construct. The 30-item Motivation construct is comprised of the following
three subscales: 1) Motivational Intensity; 2) Desire to Learn the Language; and 3 )

Attitudes Toward Learning the Language. The Cronbach's alpha for total sample of
English-speaking college students learning a romance language was .94, well above the

.7 to .8 needed for a scale to demonstrate good reliability (Field, 2005). In terms of
gender differences, the Cronbach's alpha was .93 for females, and .94 for males. This
finding suggests that the Motivation construct, as a whole, was slightly more reliable for
determining the motivation of male students learning a romance language than for their
female counterparts.

Motivational Intensity. Among the total sample of English-speaking college

students learning a Romance language, the Cronbach's alpha for Motivational Intensity
was .65, which is lower than the .7 to .8, needed for a scale to demonstrate good
reliability (Field, 2005). Upon discovering that item 9 contained incorrect response
choices, the scale was reanalyzed omitting item 9. As a result, the Cronbach's alpha for
Motivational Intensity increased to .72,which was within the .7 to .8 needed for a scale to
demonstrate good reliability. These results showed the Motivational Intensity subscale
was less reliable for the students in this study than it was for Canadian university students
learning French (a =. 76) (Gardner et al., 1997).
Corrected item-total correlations should usually be greater than .30 (Garson,
2007). The Motivational Intensity sub-scale had three corrected item-total correlations
below .30 (item 7, 9, and 10) and a total of seven corrected item-total correlations below
.40, including item 2, 4, 6, and 8 (Baillie, 1997). When item 9 was removed and the
Motivation Intensity items were re-correlated, the sub-scale had five corrected item-total
correlations below .40, and one below .30. The results of the reliability analysis also
suggested that item 7, which states "After I get my (Spanish, French, Italian) assignment
back, I:" may not have been a good item for the study. The corrected item-total
correlation for item 7 continuously fell below .30 when split and analyzed according to
gender and languages.

This suggests that the data producing sample size used in

reliability and factor analysis was too small to be split and analyzed given the number of
items in the scales (Mundfrom et al., 2005). Additionally, the participants in this study
may not take the time to reflect upon assignments that have been returned by a professor
or instructor. Lack of student reflection was found to be a "nuisance" in a study

conducted by Mills (2008), which required students to keep a reflective journal. The
study found that students received their assignments but were reluctant to actively
participate in the journaling process, and found this task to be busy work or just a waste
of their time (Mills, 2008).
Desire to learn tlze language. For the total sample, the Cronbach's alpha for the

Desire to Learn the Language sub-scale was 3 6 , which is above the .7 to .8 needed for a
scale to demonstrate good reliability (Field, 2005). This result suggests the sub-scale was
more reliable for the present sample than for a sample of Canadian university students
learning French (a =. 78). Corrected item-total correlations should usually be greater
than .30 (Garson, 2007). The Desire to Learn the Language sub-scale had one corrected
item-total correlation below .40 (Baillie, 1997). This is consistent with a study conducted
I

by Gardner et al. (1997) where the sub-scale was also found to have good reliability.
Attitudes towards learning the language. The Cronbach's alpha for the total

sample of the Attitudes Toward Learning the Language sub-scale was .95, representing a
very good estimate of reliability. Corrected item-total correlations should usually be
greater than .30 (Garson, 2007).

The Attitudes Toward Learning the Language sub-

scale had no corrected item-total correlations below .40 (Baillie, 1997). The Cronbach's
alpha for this study was higher than that of a study of English-speaking Canadian
university students learning French (a

=.

86) by Gardner et al. (1997). Gardner et al.

conducted a study of 82 female and 20 male university students enrolled in introductory
French, and this study analyzed 167 female and 80 male English-speaking college
students learning a romance language. One difference between the two groups may be
that students in this study were studying their language of choice, while it was not

specified if the students studying French were given a choice, since Canada does have a
French speaking region and sometimes the language is required (Gardner et. al, 1997).
Student Attitudes Towards Learning the Language in this study may have been more
sincere due to the context of the study and the simplicity of the data collection, while
students in Gardner's study were paid and took the entire Attitude Motivation Test

Battery (AMTB) in one sitting (Gardner & Tremblay, 1995; Gardner et. al, 1997).
Validity o f the Motivation Construct

One of the purposes of this study was to test the multidimensionality of the

Motivation construct with the current sample. Results indicated partial support for the
three-factor structure of the Motivation construct. For the total sample, all the original
items (items 21 to 30) for the Attitudes Toward Learning the Language scale loaded
together onto factor one, named "Feeling and Attitude Towards the Language" by
researcher, along with two other items, items 2 and 15. It is possible items 2 "If
(Spanish, French, Italian) were not taught in school, I would:" and 15 "If it were up to me
whether or not to take (Spanish, French, Italian), I would:" loaded onto this factor
because they characterize self-energized actions that would lean toward their attitudes
toward the language rather than just the desire or intensity of the students' intrinsic
motivation. Four of the Desire to Learn the Language items (14, 17, 18, and 20) loaded
onto Factor two, Initiatives Taken to Learn the Language along with items 9 and 10 from

Motivational Intensity. Factor two pertained to the desires and self-motivated activities
initiated by the learner to acquire the target language. Four items from the Motivational

Intensity scale (1, 3, 4, and 5) loaded onto factor three, named Intrinsic-Motivating
Actions Towards Learning the Language.

These items all pertained to different

motivating tactics the language-learner used to acquire, understand, and study the target
language.

Factor four was named Oppoi*tunity Taken to Learn the Language and

included four items (8, 11, 12, and 19), which pertained to desires and self-motivating
actions taken to learn and practice the target language. The fifth factor named Initiatives

Taken to Excel in the Target Language (items 6 and 7) pertained to the application of
skills and the initiation of extra activities by the student toward learning the target
language.

Reliability of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
Total SILL. The SILL has been described as a multidimensional instrument with
good estimates of reliability for both the original containing 121 items ( a =.96), and the
current 50-item version 7.0 used in this study (a =.86) (Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos,
1989). For this study, the Cronbach's alpha for the total sample of English-speaking
college students learning a romance language was .93, which was higher than the .86
reported by Khalil (2005) from a study of Palestinian students learning English as a
second language, but lower than .96 reported by Oxford and Nyikos (1989) using
Midwestern university students. In this study, the Cronbach's alpha for male students
was .94, and .93 for female students, indicating the SILL was slightly more reliable for
measuring the language-learning strategies of males than for their female counterparts.
For the total SILL, 14 of the 50 corrected item-total correlations were below .40, and of
the 14, nine were below .30 (Garson, 2007). This indicates that several of the items in
the SILL did not correlate well with each other.
The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) contains six sub-scales
organized into Direct and Indirect Language-Learning Strategies (Oxford, 1990; Shmais,

2003). For the total sample in this study, the Cronbach's alphas for the three sub-scales
classified as Direct Language-Learning Strategies were Memory (a

=. 83), and Compensation (a

=.

=.

73), Cognitive (a

63) Strategies, while the Cronbach's alphas for the

Indirect Language-Learning Strategies were Metacognitive (a

=.

89), Affective (a =. 58),

and Social (a =. 80) Strategies.
Memory language-learning strategies. Although four of the nine corrected-item
total correlations were below .40, the Cronbach's alpha score for Mernoiy Language-

Learning Strategies was .73, representing a good estimate of reliability. Item number six
"I use flashcards to remember new (Spanish, French, Italian) words" if deleted would
increase the alpha from .734 to .748. This could possibly be due to the new technological
methods used by language-learners to learn a language, which may diminish the use of
paper or "flash card" methods.
Cognitive language-learning strategies.

The Cronbach's alpha for the total

Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies was 3 3 , with only two of the fourteen
corrected-item total correlations below .40. Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies had
the highest Cronbach's alpha of the direct learning strategies. This finding is consistent
with other research, where Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies were usually seen as
the most effective toward language-learning achievement for some researchers (Chamot
& O'Malley, 1990; Oxford, 1990).

Compensation language-learning strategies. The Cronbach's alpha for the

Compensation Language-Learning Strategies subscale was .63.

Four of the six

corrected-item total correlations were below .40, but none would cause the Cronbach's
alpha to increase if deleted. This scale had the lowest Cronbach's alpha of the Direct

Language-Learning Strategies. One possible explanation might be students' lack of
familiarity with the foreign language may hinder the student ability to create new words
or use other words to compensate for the lack of knowledge or proficiency in the target
language.
Metacognitive language-learning strategies. The calculated Cronbach's alpha
total for the Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies subscale was 3 9 , indicating it
had good reliability (Field, 2005). There were no items with corrected-item total
correlations below .40, and no items would cause the alpha to increase if they were to be
deleted. This scale had the highest Cronbach's alpha of all the strategy types. This
strategy pertains a lot to the effort a student applies towards organizing, planning and
assessing the language in which they are learning (Oxford, 1990). A possible explanation
to a high Cronbach's alpha score might be that the questions measured students'
motivation towards the target language and their attempt to use the language, outside of
the classroom setting.
Affective language-learning strategies.

The calculated Cronbach's alpha total

for the Affective Language-Learning Strategies subscale was .58. A Cronbach's alpha of

.7 to .8 indicates a scale has "good" reliability (Field, 2005). The Cronbach's alpha
indicates this subscale has poor reliability. Although five of the six corrected-item total
correlations were below .40, none of the items would cause the alpha to increase if they
were deleted. This scale had the lowest Cronbach's alpha of all the strategy types. It is
possible that there is a problem with the entire affective subscale rather than its individual
items. The measurement of students Affective Language-Learning Strategies is a factor

that needs to be further studied with emphasis on attitudes, anxiety and other emotional
sociopsychological variables (Khalil, 2005; Green & Oxford, 1995).
Social language-learning strategies. The calculated Cronbach's alpha total for

the Social Language-Learning Strategies subscale was 3 0 . None of the six correcteditem total correlations was below .40. These results suggest that the subscale had good
estimates of reliability. This could possibly be due to the feasibility of the questions
asked in this section, which have to do with the student attempts to practice the language
with native speakers, or if the student ask questions in the target language and whether
the students practice with other known native speaker of the target language.
Validity of the SILL

The number of factors actually extracted was determined by the number of items
with eigenvalues greater than 1. Factor loadings less than .3 were suppressed to make
interpretation easier. For the total sample, the number of eigenvalues indicated 13
factors, explaining 64.6% of the total variance, while the scree plot indicated five to six
factors.

The scree plot was consistent with Oxford (1990). However, the number of

eigenvalues over one was consistent with other research where there was a lack of
evidence for the six-factor SILL (El Dib, 2004; Woodrow, 2005). Both studies found
eight, rather than six, factors. In a study of 750 students in Kuwait, factor analysis
resulted in eight, rather than the nine that had been previously reported in a previous
study by El Dib (El Dib, 2004).

The identified factors explained 42.10% of the

variability among the 50 items, version 7.0 SILL (El-Dib, 2004). Findings from the
factor analysis were consistent with previous findings in other studies investigating

strategies in foreign language context (China, Japan, and combined United States and the
hybrid contexts Puerto Rico) (El-Dib, 2004; Oxford, 1995).
Research Questions
Research Question 1: Demographic Characteristics, Language Learning Experiences,
Motivation, Language Learning Strategies Used, and Expected Course Grade of
English Speaking College Students Who are Second Language Learners
Research Question 1 explored the sociodemographic characteristics. languagelearning experiences, motivation, language-learning strategy use, and expected course
grade among English-speaking college students learning a Romance language using
frequency distributions, measures of central tendency, and variability. The following
provides the interpretations related to the findings reported in Chapter IV.
Demographic clzaracteristics. According to the number of valid responses, the
data-producing sample of 255 English-speaking college students learning a romance
language consisted of more females (67.7%) than males (32.3%). Respondents in the
study were from George Mason, a state university in Northern Virginia. The average age
for the total sample was 21.84 years old consistent with the average age of students at the
university (21 full-time, 23 part-time) (GMU, 2008). This suggests the average age in
years seems to be comparable to other studies conducted at colleges and universities
(Onwuegbuzie et al., 1990; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989)
The grade level of English-speaking college students learning a romance language
was rather evenly distributed among freshmen (17.8%), sophomores (25.7S'o), juniors
(33.2%), and seniors (23.3%). In this study, more than half of the sample reported majors
in the humanities, social science, education, and human development areas (79.2%). The

majority of respondents were White (83.5%), and non-Hispanic or non-Latino (95.1%),
which closely represents the racial and ethnic make-up of students at George Mason
University (GMU, 2008).

Language-learning experience. Language-learning experience was measured by
students' responses to three questions: 1) their primary language; 2) the number of years
spent studying a language; and 3) the number of languages spoken by the student. Of the
256 responses, the majority of students (94.6%) selected English as their primary
language, and was thus included in the analyses related to this study. The majority of
students (60.5%) reported speaking only one language. The number of years spent
studying a language was categorized into the following five groups: 1) 0 to 1 year; 2) 1.5
to 2.5 years; 3) 3 to 4 years; 4) 4.5 to 5.5 years; and 5) 6 years and over. Most
respondents (27.9%) fell into the 0 to 1 year category. However, respondents reported
studying a language an average of 2.75 years. This suggests that the majority of Englishspeaking college students spent less than three years studying a language, thus supporting
the literature regarding the lack of contact hours and years needed by language learners to
achieve level two or three proficiency in a target language (Omaggio-Hadley, 2001;
Brecht & Rivers, 2000; GAO, 2002,2006; Malone, Rifkin, Christian, & Johnson, 2003).

Motivation. Motivation was measured using the Motivation construct from
Gardner's Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) (1985). The Motivation construct is
comprised of three subscales: Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn the Language, and

Attitudes Toward Learning the Language. The average Motivation scores for Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language was 99.21 (SD = 19.40), out of a
possible 127 points. The mean score may have been affected by an error in the response

choices for item 9, part of the Motivational Intensity subscale. Females had higher
motivation scores ( M = 102.21, SD = 17.87) than their male counterparts ( M = 93.1 8, SD
= 21.14).

Among the total sample, the average Motivational Intensity score was 22.65 (SD=
3.31). The Motivation Intensity scores of female respondents ( M = 23.14, SD =3.25)
were slightly higher than that of male respondents (M= 21.65 SD= 3.24). This seems to
be consistent with other studies where women tend to exhibit higher Motivational
Intensity than their male counterparts when it comes to learning the target language and
strategy usage (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Gardner & Tremblay, 1994). The average
Desire to Learn the Language score ( M = 22.52, SD = 4.30) of English-speaking college
students learning a romance language reflected a strong desire to learn the target
language. The Desire to Leavn the Language scores of male respondents were slightly
lower than ( M = 21.05, SD

= 4.35)

that of female respondents ( M = 23.22, SD

=

4.10).

Based on a highest possible score of 70 the Attitudes Towavd Learning the Language
scores of respondents ( M = 54.65, SD = 13.56) reflected a good feeling towards learning
the target language. The average scores ( M = 51.19, SD

=

14.60) of male respondents

were slightly lower than female participants (M= 56.37, SD = 12.75). This indicates that
female English-speaking college students learning a romance language had a more
positive attitude toward learning the language.
Strategy inventory for language learning (SILL). Language-learning strategies
were measured using the SILL scale developed by Oxford (1990). The SILL scale is
comprised of six subscales organized as either direct strategies (Memory, Cognitive,
Compensation), or indirect strategies (Metacognitive, Social, and Affective).

Total

possible SILL scale scores range from 50 to 250. The average SILL score for Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language in this study was 147.73 (SD =
28.60). The average total SILL item mean for this study was 2.95. Individual strategy
scale item means for this study ranged from 2.45 for Afective to 3.25 for Social

Language-Learning Strategies use. In comparison, Khalil (2005) found scale item means
ranged from 2.95 for memory to 3.55 for Metacognitive. This indicates students in this
study had lower frequencies of strategy use compared to the Palestinian university
students used in the Khalil study.
The average Direct Language-Learning Strategies use for the total sample (M=
85.97, SD

=

15.81) was higher than the average use of Indirect Language-Learning

Strategies ( M = 61.92, SD

=

14.45). This study revealed that English-speaking college

students learning a romance language used more Direct Language-Learning Strategies
than Indirect Language-Learning Strategies.

Although other studies had different

samples, this research is consistent with other studies in terms of Direct and Indirect
language-learning strategies (Oxford & Green, 1995; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford
1990). This study was consistent with other studies that stated good language learners
use many strategies, and the scores in the study show a variety of strategies used among
English-speaking college students learning a romance language (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989;
Oxford, 1990).

Memory Language-Learning Strategies use imagery and help students store and
retrieve new information (Oxford, 1990; Shmais, 2003).

Memory Language-Learning

Strategies are comprised of nine items with possible scores ranging from 9 to 45. The
average Memory Language-Learning Strategies score among the 246 respondents ( M

=25.92, SD = 6.07) indicated that students did not use Memory Language-Learning

Strategies as frequently as they did other Direct Language-Learning S~rategies. On
average, female respondents (M = 26.96, SD

=

5.76) used Memory Language-Learning

Strategies slightly more frequently than did their male counterparts (M = 23.77, SD

=

6.18), which is in contrast to a study that showed male favoring Memoly Language-

Learning Strategies more than female (Khalil, 2005).
Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies are strategies that enable learners to
understand and produce new language by many different means (Oxford, 1990; Chamot
& 07Malley, 1990). Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies are comprised of 14 items,

with possible scores ranging from 14 to 70. Among the 249 participants, scores ( M =
41.47, SD

=

9.23) indicated that the students had somewhat good use of Cognitive

Language-Learning Strategies. On average females used slightly more of this strategy (M
=

42.45, SD

=

9.11) than did male respondents ( M

=

39.38, SD

=

9.25), which is

consistent with a study that presented females using more Cognitive-Compensatory
strategies, a factor which combines aspects of both Cognitive and Compensation

Language-Learning Strategies, than their male counterparts (El-Dib, 2004).
Compensation Language-Learning Strategies are strategies that allow learners to
use the language despite often-large gaps in knowledge (Oxford, 1990; Shmais, 2003).
There are six items within Compensation Language-Learning Strategies, with a possible
score of 6 to 30. Of the 248 respondents, the average score (M = 18.28, SD

=

4.05)

indicated that respondents did not have a high frequency of use of this strategy.
However, females had a slightly higher average score (M= 18.41, SD = 3.95) than males

(M =17.94, SD = 4.27) indicating females used more Compensation Language-Learning

.

Strategies than did males. This is consistent with a study conducted by El-Dib (2004)
depicting females (M=3.56) using more cognitive-compensatory strategies than the males

(M = 3.41). This is consistent with research indicating females have a higher frequency
of language-learning strategy use than do males (Oxford & Green, 1995; Oxford &
Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1994).
Metacognitive Lanpage-Learning Strategies s are strategies that allow learners
to control their own cognition-that is, to coordinate the learning process by using
functions such as centering, arranging, planning, and evaluating (Oxford, 1990; Chamot
& O'Malley, 1990; Wenden 1999; Shmais, 2003). Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies contain 9 items, with possible scores ranging from 9 to 45. Among the 251
English-speaking college students learning a romance language, the average score ( M =
27.90, SD

- 7.44) indicated a frequent use of Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies. Again, the average scores of females (M = 28.57, SD = 7.44) were slightly
higher than the average scores of males ( M = 26.55, SD = 7.32). This is also consistent
with research stating that females use more strategies than males (Green &Oxford, 1995;
Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1994). Female respondents (M=3.55) in other studies
specifically use more Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies than the male
respondents (M= 3.30) (El Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005).
Afective Language-Learning Strategies are strategies that help to regulate
emotions, motivations, and attitudes within the second language learner (Oxford, 1990).
Afective Language-Learning Strategies contain 6 items, with possible scores ranging
from 6 to 30. Among the 248 participants the average Affective Language-Learning
Strategies score ( M = 14.73, SD = 3.98) indicated that this strategy was not as highly

used as the other language-learning strategies. The average scores of female respondents
( M = 14.90, SD = 4.08) were slightly higher than the average scores of male respondents
( M = 14.41, SD = 3.75), which indicated women used more Affective Language-Learning

Strategies than men, which is consistent with another study which depicted women (M=
2.95) using Affective Language-Learning Strategies slightly more than men (M= 2.86)
(Khalil, 2005).

Social Language-Learning Strategies are strategies that help students learn
through interaction with others (Oxford, 1990). This strategy contains six items, and has
a possible score of 6 to 30. The average Social Language-Learning Strategies score for
the 250 participants (M

=

19.50, SD

=

5.38) indicated that respondents frequently used

this strategy. Again, female respondents' average score ( M = 20.24, SD = 5.25) was
higher than the males' average Social Language-Learning Strategies score (M =17.96,

SD

=

5.39), indicating that female used more Social Language-Learning Stvategies than

their male counterparts. This is consistent with studies that have showed women (M=
3.33) using more of this type of strategy than their male ( M = 3.20) counterpart (Khalil,
2005)
Expected course grade. Expected course grade was measured using an I 1-point

grading scale in which the respondents selected their expected grade. The average
expected course grade of the total sample ( M = 3.37, SD

= .60) was

between a B+ and an

A-, indicating students had higher than average expected course grades. Overall, female
respondents reported slightly higher expected course grades (3.43 or between a B+ and

A-) in comparison to their male counterparts (3.25 or between a B and B+), which is
consistent with other literature (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2000; Oxford, 1990; Oxford &

Green, 1995). Unlike other studies that were able to obtain grade point averages to
measure language-learning achievement, this study reported the expected self-reported
grades of language learners (Onwuegbuzie et. al, 2000).
Research Question 2: Differences in Expected Course Grade According to
Demographic Characteristics and Language-Learning Experience

Research Question 2 explored differences in expected course grade among
English-speaking college students learning a Romance language according to
demographic characteristics and language-learning experience using independent t-tests,
and ANOVA with LSD and Scheffe post hoc comparisons. The following provides the
interpretations related to the findings reported in Chapter IV.
Demographics.

This study found that expected course grade differed

significantly 0, = .03) according to gender, where the average expected course grade for
females (M= 3.43, SD = 0.56) was significantly greater than that of male respondents (M
=

3.25, SD = 0.67). This may have been because females tend to use more strategies

(Oxford, 1990; Green & Oxford, 1995), and greater strategy use is associated with higher
academic achievement (Onwuegbuzie et a]., 2000). Expected course grades also differed
significantly according to age category 0, = .01). The highest course grade was reported
by those respondents who were 18 years old (M = 3.65, SD

=

.36), while the lowest

expected course grades were reported by those respondents who were 22 years old (M =
3.10, SD

=

.71). This means that while 18 year olds had expected course grades of

almost an A-, the 22 year olds had expected course grades of about a B. College grade
level also had a significant effect on expected course grade 07 = .01). The freshmen had
slightly higher average expected course grades (M = 3.54, SD

=

.42) in comparison to

seniors (A4= 3.14, SD = .79), who reported the lowest average expected course grade.
Again the freshmen had expected course grades between a B+ and an A-, while the
seniors had expected course grades closer to a B. These results suggest 18 year old
freshmen may have inflated their expected course grades due to unrealistic expectations,
while the older seniors probably had more realistic grade expectations. Many of the
studies reviewed did not specify whether or not there was a significant difference in
expected course grade according to certain demographic characteristics such as grade
level. In certain studies, foreign language academic achievement or language-learning
achievement was measured by grade point average and whether or not they differed
according to language-learning strategies used (Brecht & Rivers, 2000; Brenner, 1999;
Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Onwuegbuzie et al., 2000; Oxford & Green, 1995; Oxford &
Nyikos, 1989). There were no significant differences in expected course grade according
to college major, race, or ethnicity. This may suggest that variables such as cultural
background, or other factors not examined in this study may influence expected course
grade (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2000; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Tercanlioglu, 2004).
Language-learning experience. Language-learning experience was made up of
two questions pertaining to the amount of languages an individual spoke and the years
spent learning the target language. This study discovered a significant difference in
expected course grade according to language-learning experience. Results of ANOVA
found significant differences based on the number of languages spoken (F = 5.43, p

=

.00). Results of ANOVA LSD post hoc comparisons found a significant difference
between English-speaking college students who spoke more than four languages (M =
4.0, SD = .00) and those that spoke one language (M = 3.26, SD = .62, p

=

.03). This

indicated that students who spoke several languages expected to get an A in the course,
while those who spoke only one language (English) expected to get between a B and a

B+. LSD (p = .00) and Scheffe (p = .01) post hoc comparisons both found significant
differences of almost half a letter grade between respondents who spoke one language
and those who spoke two languages. Similarly, LSD post hoc comparisons found almost
a half letter grade difference between respondents who spoke one language and
respondents who spoke three languages (p = .04). Results suggested the more languages
students spoke, the higher their expected course grade.
This study also revealed a significant difference in expected course grade
according to years spent studying a language. English-speaking college students who
spent 6 to 20 years studying a language reported a higher expected course grade (M =
3.60, SD = .47) in comparison to those spent 1.5 to 2.5 years studying a language (M =
3.18, SD

=

.68). In terms of a letter grade, those with fewer years spent studying a

language expected to get about a B, while those who had studied a language for several
years expected to get almost an A-. This showed the longer you studied a language the
higher your expected course grade. This is somewhat consistent with studies that have
emphasized the increase in foreign-language achievement, (where grade point average
was used to measure achievement) was significantly affected by the amount of years a
person spent studying a language (Brecht, Davidson, & Ginsberg, 1993; Carol, 2003;
Gardner, et al., 1997; Krashen, 1985; Onwuegbuzie et al., 2000).

Research Question 3: Differences in the Frequency of Language-Learning Strategy
Use Among English-Speaking College Students Learning a Romance Language
According to Demographic Clzaracteristics and
Language-Learning Experience

Research Question 3 explored differences in the frequency of language-learning
strategy use among English-speaking college students learning a romance language
according to demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation, or
language-learning strategies using independent t-tests and ANOVA with LSD and
Scheffe post hoc comparisons. The following provides the interpretations related to the
findings reported in Chapter IV.
Demographic characteristics. In many studies gender was found to have had an

effect on the frequency of use of language-learning strategies (El-Dib, 2005; Khalil,
2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1990). Women were found to use more strategies
than men (Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). The female respondents in this study
had significantly higher total language-learning strategy (SILL) scores (M= 151.42, SE
=2.21) than the male respondents (M= 140.47, SE= 3.34, p = .01), indicating that women
use more language-learning strategies than men. This gender difference was consistent
with research that found significant differences in overall strategy use between genders
(El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Erhman,
1995; Oxford & Green, 1995; Shmais, 2003). Memory Language-Learning Strategies
were used significantly more frequently by females (M= 26.96, SE = .44) than males (M=
23.77, SE = .69) (t

=

-3.95, p

=

.00).

The frequency of use of Cognitive Language-

Learning Strategies was higher among female respondents (M= 42.58, SE

=

.72) than

male respondents (M= 39.38, SE

=

1.04, p

= .01).

The finding from this study supported

a study conducted on Kuwaiti second language learners where females were found to use
cognitive-compensatory and repetition-revision strategies significantly more than males
(El-Dib, 2004).

Although it has been suggested that women use more Cognitive-

Compensatory strategies than men, this study did not find a significant effect on the
frequency of use of Compensation Language-Learning Strategies according to gender
(El-Dib, 2004). Concurrently, in this particular research there was a significant effect on
the total frequency use of Direct Language-Learning Strategies (Memory, Cognitive, and

Compensation) by gender, whereby female respondents ( M = 88.20, SE

=

1.19) bad a

significantly higher total Direct Language-Learning Strategies score than male
respondents (M= 81.47, SE

=

1.90, p

=

.00). This finding was consistent with previous

studies where women have been found to have a higher frequency of language-learning
strategy use than men ((El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford,
1990; Oxford & Erhman, 1995; Oxford & Green, 1995; Shmais, 2003).
Female respondents had significantly higher Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies scores (M= 28.57, SE

= .57)

than their male counterparts (M= 26.55, SE

= .82,

p =.05), which is consistent with earlier studies (El-Dib, 2004; Oxford & Green, 1995).
Gender did not have a significant effect on Affective Language-Learning Strategies,
possibly due to the phrasing of the questions. Females did have higher Social Language-

Learning Strategies scores ( M = 20.24, SE = .40) than males ( M = 17.96, SE
.00).

=

.60, p

=

Although this was consistent with research showing women having higher

frequency of language-learning strategy use than men, most research did not specify
which language-learning strategy, and, when identified, the strategies were from

emerging factors (El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford &
Erhman, 1995; Oxford & Green, 1995; Shmais, 2003).
Besides gender, age was also shown to have a significant effect on frequency of
language learning strategy use.

Age produced a strong trend effect on Memory

Language-Learning Strategies (F = 2.16, p

=

.06). There was a significant effect of age

on the total Compensation Language-Learning Strategies (F = 2.51, p

=

.03) where by

LSD post hoc comparisons showed respondents who were 23 years or older had
significantly lower compensation strategy scores than those who were 19, 20, or 21 years
old. There was no significant difference between those respondents who were 23 years
old or older and those who were 22 or 18 years old. These differences suggest younger
respondents used different techniques to compensate for words they did not know in the
target language. The lack of significant differences between some of the groups may
have been due to the smaller number of cases in those age groups.
College grade level was another demographic characteristic that had a significant
effect on the use of a specific language-learning strategy (F = 2.66, p

=

.049). Freshmen

English-speaking college students reported the highest use of Metacognitive Language-

Learning Strategies ( M = 30.38) and seniors reported the lowest frequency of use of
Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies ( M

=

26.28).

The only significant

difference revealed by the Post-Hoc comparison was that between seniors and freshmen
respondents (p LSD = .01, p Scheffe = .05). The effect of grade level on strategy use was
partially consistent with a study conducted by Shmais (2003); however, his study
displayed sophomores and juniors having a higher frequency of use of Social Langunge-

Learning Stvategies.

Language -learning experience was seen as having an effect on the frequency of
use of language-learning strategies. There was a significant difference in the frequency
of use of Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies according to the number of languages
spoken by a respondent. For the total sample, English-speaking college students who
spoke four or more languages reported the highest total Cognitive Language-Learning

Strategies score ( M = 53.33) than students who spoke one language (M = 40.47) (p =
.02). However, other studies did not really examine the differences in the frequency of
language-learning strategy use according to the number of languages spoken by a student.
The number of languages spoken has been found to have a strong correlation with foreign
language academic achievement however; the frequency of use of Cognitive Language-

Learning Strategies has not been thoroughly examined with such variables
(Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Dailey, 2000).
Respondents who spoke four or more languages had significantly higher
frequency of use of Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies use (A4= 36.33) than
respondents who spoke one language ( M = 26.96) ( p =. 03). This is consistent with other
research reviewed in this study that depicted the more languages spoken the higher the
frequency of language-learning strategy use, in particularly metacognitive strategies
(Wenden, 1999).
There was no significant effect of demographic characteristics, and languagelearning experience on the frequency of use of Affective Language-Learning Strategies.

A trend relationship was displayed between Affective Language-Learning Strategies and
the number of languages spoken (p = .09). Affective Language-Learning Strategies had
been one of the least examined language-learning strategies and warrants further

assessments (El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford & Erhman,
1995; Oxford & Green, 1995; Shmais, 2003).
There was also not an effect on Social Language-Learning Stl*ategies according to
demographic characteristics or language-learning experience.

Although in a study

conducted by Oxford & Nyikos (1989) women were found to use more Social Language-

Learning Strategies than did men, this study did not show a difference or an effect on the
frequency of use according to gender.
There was a significant effect on the frequency of use of Indirect Language-

Learning Strategies according to gender @

=

.02). Female respondents had a higher

frequency of use of Indirect Language-Learning Strategies ( M = 63.45) than did their
male counterpart (M = 58.93). Again, this is concurrent with the proposition that women
use more language-learning strategies and most frequently than men (El-Dib, 2004;
Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford & Erhman, 1995; Oxford & Green, 1995;
Shmais, 2003).
In this study college grade level also displayed a significant effect on the
difference of frequency of Indirect Language-Learning Strategies use @

=

.05).

Freshmen were reported having the highest frequency of use of Indirect Language-

Learning Strategies (M = 65.44) than seniors who had the lowest frequency of use (M=
57.67). Although Direct (Memory, Cognitive and Social) Language-Learning Strategies
have shown differences according to college grade level, yet none of the studies exhibited
college grade level as having a significant effect on the frequency of use of Indirect

Language-Learning Strategies (Shmais, 2003).

The difference in the frequency of language-learning strategies according to the
number of languages spoken was not examined in previous studies. For this study the
number of languages spoken proposed to have a significant effect on the frequency of use
of Indirect Language-Learning Strategies ( p = 05). Respondents who speak four or more
languages reported the highest frequency of use of Indirect Language-Learning

Strategies ( M = 80.33) and students who speak one language reported using the least
Indirect Language-Learning Strategies score ( M = 60.48).
Research Question 4: Demographic Characteristics, Language-Learning Experience,
Motivation, and Frequency of Use of Language-Learning Strategies Among
English-Speaking College Students Learning a Roinance Language

Research Question 4 examined whether demographic characteristics, languagelearning experience, and motivation were explanatory variables of the frequency of use of
language-learning strategies of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language using stepwise regression analyses. The following provides the interpretations
related to the findings reported in Chapter IV.
Result of the regression analysis produced significant models for the total SILL,

Direct

and

Indirect

Language-learning

Strategies,

and

Memory,

Cognitive,

Compensation, Metacognitive, Affective, and Social Language-Learning Strategies.
Motivational Intensity was a positive explanatory variable for the frequency of use of the
total SILL and all of the language-learning strategy subscales, followed by Desire to

Learn a Language and College major. This is consistent with past studies that motivated
learners use more strategies (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990;
Oxford & Green 1995).

Total SILL. For the total sample, the significant model ( F = 77.25, p

=

.000)

chosen for predicting the frequency of use of language-learning strategies following
stepwise regression analysis had three significant individual predictors explaining 53.7%
of the total variance. The standardized beta indicated Motivational Intensity ( t = 6.45, p
=

.000, p

=

.44) was the most important predictor, followed by Desire to Learn the

Language was the second most important predictor ( t = 5.17, p
College majors, IT (t = -2.37, p

=

.002, ,8

=

=

.000, B

=

.35), and

-.12). The inverse relationship for college

majors, IT indicated the greater the frequency of respondents who were IT majors, the
lower the frequency of total language-learning strategy use. This is a possible result of
the nature of this particular major, which does not require a great deal of language
communication. In this study, as in other prior research, Motivational Intensity appeared
in every model as a significant explanatory variable, indicating that highly motivated
language-learners use more language-learning strategies (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990;
Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green 1995). Although past research looked at the
frequent use of language-learning strategy and proficiency, motivation was seen as a key
component to the frequency and type of strategies language learners used (Chamot &
O'Malley, 1990; Oxford & Green 1995; Wenden, 1999).
Direct strategies. The stepwise process selected Model 2 ( F = 79.64,p = .000) as
the best explanatory model for predicting the frequency of use of Direct Language-

Learning Strategies (Memory, Cognitive, and Compensation Language-Learning
Strategies). The predictors explained 43.8% of the variance.
predictors Motivational Intensity (t = 5.42, p

Language (t = 4.13, p

=

.000, /3

=

=

The two significant

.000, /?= .41) and Desire to Learn the

.31) were found to have a significant effect on the

frequency of use of Direct Language-Learning Strategies. Chamot and O'Malley (1990)
found that the more experienced the language learner, the more motivated they were to
use many different types of language-learning strategies, especially Cognitive Language-

Learning Strategies. This may be because students who really want to learn the target
language are motivated to use many different techniques directly related to memorization,
note taking, and compensation.
Indirect language-learning strategies. Model 3 (F = 79.72, p

= .000)

was chosen

as the best explanatory model for predicting the frequency of use of Indirect Language-

Learning Strategies (Metacognitive, Afective and Social Language-Learning Strategies).
The three explanatory variables explained 53.7% of the variance. Motivational Intensity
(t

=

6.48, p

=

.000,

P

=

.44) was the most important predictor followed by Desire to

Learn the Language ( t = 5.11, p
inverse relationship (t

=

-3.06, p

=
=

.000, P
.003,

P

=

.35) and college major IT, which had an

=

-.15). The inverse relationship between

college majors IT and indirect language-learning strategies indicated the greater the
amount of respondents who were IT majors, the lower the reported frequency of use of
indirect language-learning strategy.
Wenden (1999) found that motivated language-learners had frequent use of
Indirect language-learning strategies, especially Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies. However, Oxford (1990) and Wenden (1999) warned about putting too much
emphasis on Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies. Although these findings in
this study were consistent with prior research, there might be some external factors such
as beliefs, self-efficacy, and culture that may encourage the choice of language-learning
strategies and its frequency of use (Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Tercanlioglu, 2004).

Memory Language-Learning Strategies. Model 4 (F = 29.62, p

=

.000) was

selected as the best explanatory model for predicting the frequency of use of Memory

Language-Learning Sti*ategies. Motivational Intensity, gender female), years spent
studying the language, and number of languages spoken were significant explanatory
variables of the frequency of use of memory language-learning strategies by Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language.

Motivational Intensity ( t

=

9.57, p

=

,000, ,B

predictor, followed by gender female) (t =2.48, p

=

=

.56) was the most important

,014, P = .14). The third significant

predictor was years spent studying the language (t = -2.43, p = .016, /?

=

-.14), which

reflected an inverse relationship. This inverse relationship indicated that the fewer years
spent studying the language, the greater the reported use of Memory Language-Learning

Strategies. The last significant predictor was number of languages spoken ( t = -2.05, p

=

.042, ,B = -.12). This predictor also had an inverse relationship, indicating the higher the
number of languages respondents knew, the lower the use of Memory Language-

Learning Strategies. This was consistent with studies which found a strong correlation
between Motivation, gender, years spent studying a language, and number of languages
spoken as explanatory variables for the frequency of use of Memory Language-Learning

Strategies (Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Shmais, 2003).
In a study conducted by Shmais (2003) exploring language-learning strategy use
of university language-learners in Palestine, results indicated less proficient students used

Affective Language-Learning Strategies ( t = -2.33, p < .05) and other ( I = -1.99, p < .05)
strategies more frequently in order to lower their anxiety and encourage themselves to
store and retrieve information. Although less proficient students, especially sophomores

used Memory and other strategies frequently, such strategies were not frequently used by
students who had more experience learning a language (Shmais, 2003). The inverse
relationship found in this study showed that as respondents' years spent studying a
language and the number of languages spoken increased, the frequency of use of Memory
Language-Leavning Strategies decreased. These findings supported prior studies where
females were reported having higher frequency of strategy use than male students
(Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Erhman, 1995; Oxford & Green,
1995). On the other hand, factors related to gender differences remained the most
inconsistent and illusive (El-Dib, 2004; Tercanlioglu, 2004).
Cognitive language-learning strategies. The stepwise process selected Model 4

(F = 59.57, p = .000) as the best explanatory model for predicting the frequency of use of
Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies, and the explanatory variables explained 51.2%
of the variance. The results of the regression analysis showed, in order of importance,
Desire to learn the Language (t = 5 . 4 7 , ~= .000, P = .39), Motivational Intensity (t 4 . 0 0 ,
p = .000, p = .35), Race (Asian) (t = -2.96, p = ,003, fi = -.14), and Race (Hawaiian) (t = 2.29, p = .023, P = -.11) were significant explanatory variables of the frequency of use of
Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies. Desire to Learn the Language and Motivational
Intensity subscales were consistent with studies that showed motivation as a strong factor
to the frequency of use of Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies (El-Dib, 2004; Oxford
& Erhman, 1995; Shmais, 2003). This study showed race as an explanatory variable of

the frequency of use of Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies. The inverse relationship
indicated that an increase in the frequency in the number of Asian or Hawaiians
respondents in the study was associated with a decrease in frequency of use of Cognitive

Language-Learning Strategies. Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) conducted research which
compared six sets of data from Puerto Rico, Taiwan, China, Japan, Egypt, and the United
States. The purpose of that study was to support the SILL as a valid and reliable research
tool, and to relate using certain learning strategies to certain cultures (Oxford & BurryStock, 1995). Because race can be closely related to certain cultural tendencies, it was
noted by Oxford (1995) that a factor entitled "active naturalistic language use" explained
the most variance in Puerto Rico (a hybrid context), China, Japan, and the United States
(El-Dib, 2004). Thus, El-Dib attempted to provide another set of data to identify those
factors present in Kuwait, and to determine whether they were in contrast or similar to
those found in Puerto Rico, China, Japan, and the United States (El-Dib, 2004). Like ElDib (2004) this study noticed the uniqueness of certain language-learning tasks and how
race may influence the type of strategies used by language-learners.
Compensation language-learning strategies. Model 2 (F = 8.37, p

=

.000) was

selected through the stepwise process as the best explanatory model for predicting the
frequency of use of Compensation Language-Learning Strategies. Motivational Intensity

and college majors were significant predictors that explained 7.5% of the variance. The
results of the regression analysis showed Motivational Intensity (t = 3.06, p

=

,002, P

=

.21) was the most important predictor followed by college majors (Management) (t
=2.59, p

=

.010,

=

.17).

Again, consistent with research, Motivational Intensity

displayed consistency as an explanatory variable for the frequency of use of languagelearning strategies (El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1990;
Oxford & Erhman, 1995; Oxford & Green, 1995; Shmais, 2003; Tercanlioglu, 2004).

Metacognitive language-learning strategies.

The stepwise method selected

Model 4 ( F = 86.54, p = ,000) as the best explanatory model for predicting the frequency
of use of Metacognitive Language-Learning Str~ategies,and the four predictors explained
62.5% of the variance. The results of the regression analysis showed Motivational

Intensity t = 6.89, p

= .000,

P = .43), Desire to Learn the Language (t =3.94, p = ,000, P =

.30), Attitudes Toward Learning the Language ( t =2.19, p

majors IT (t = -2.26, p

=

,025, P

=

=

,030, P

=

.15), and College

-.lo) were explanatory variables of the frequency of

use of Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategres Language-Learning Strategies.
Again, all three sub-scales of Motivation were explanatory variables of the frequency of
use of Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies.

Results in this study were

consistent with other studies that show motivated learners use more strategies that require
planning and evaluating learning (metacognitive strategies) (El-Dib, 2004; Chamot &
07Malley, 1990; Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green; Wenden, 1999;
Tercanlioglu, 2004). In a study conducted by El-Dib (2004) to identify differences in
strategy use according to culture, gender, and language level among students, the findings
supported the proposition that social context is probably the strongest variable
influencing language-learners to use certain strategies more than others (El-Dib, 2004).
The inverse relationship presented by college majors indicated the more respondents who
were IT majors the fewer Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies were reported
used. This may be due to the social context in which IT majors find themselves and the
nature of working in the technical field.
Affective language-learning strategies. The stepwise method selected Model 2

( F = 18.95, p = .000) as the best explanatory model for predicting the frequency of use of

Affective Language-Learning Strategies, and the two predictors explained 15.4% of the
variance in the model. Again, Motivational Intensity (t = 5.89, p
Race (White) ( t =2.14, p

= .033, /?= .14)

=

.000, P

=

.38), and

were the most important predictors in explaining

the frequency of use of Affective Language-Learning Strategies. While the majority of
the English-speaking college students learning a romance language were white
(83.5%)and this may have affected results, the emergence of race as an explanatory
variable also suggests a greater use in Affective Language-Learning Strategies among
white students in comparison to non-white students.

In a study conducted on

Palestinians learning English as a foreign language, results indicated less proficient
students used Affective ( t = -2.33, p < .05) and other (t = -1.99, p < .05) Language-

Learning Strategies more frequently in order to lower their anxiety and encourage
themselves to store and retrieve information (Shmais, 2003).
Social language-learning strategies. The stepwise method selected Model 3 (F=
47.13, p = .000) as the best explanatory model for the frequency of use of Social

Language-Learning Strategies, and the three predictors explained 40.5% of the variance.
The results of the regression analysis, in order of importance, showed Desire to Learn the

Language ( t = 4.8 1, p = .000, P
and College major (IT) (t

=

=

.37), Motivational Intensity (t =4.05, p

-2.87, p

=

.005,

P

=

= .000,

P = .3 I),

-.16) were significant explanatory

variables of the frequency of use of Social Language-Learning Strategies among
respondents in the study. This is consistent with studies that depicted students who had a
strong desire to learn the language and were motivated used many different strategies,
including Social Language-Learning Strategies (El-Dib, 2004). The inverse relationship
for college majors indicated the greater the frequency of IT majors, the lower the use of

Social Language-Learning Strategies.

As previously stated, this may reflect the

personality types of those drawn to the IT field.
Hypotheses
Multiple regression analyses using the stepwise method (HI) were used to
examine whether demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation,
and frequency of use of language-learning strategies (Memory, Cognitive, Compensation,
Metacognitive, AAffective, and Social strategies) were significant explanatory variables of
the expected course grade of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language.

Multiple regression analyses using the hierarchical (forward) method (H2)

were used to examine the order of importance of the six language-learning strategies in
predicting the expected course grade of English-speaking college students learning a
Romance language. Independent t-tests (H3) were used to test whether women had
significantly higher frequencies of use of language-learning strategies compared to men.
The following provides interpretations related to the findings in Chapter IV.
Hypothesis 1: Demographic Characteristics, Language-Learning Experience,
Motivation, and Frequency of Use of Language-Learning Strategies
Hypothesis 1 tested to see if demographic characteristics, language-learning
experience, motivation and frequency of use of language-learning strategies were
significant explanatory variables of expected course grades. Multiple regression analysis
was used and the F value (16.84) indicated that Attitudes Toward Learning the Language,
years spent studying the language, Motivational Intensity, and Affective LanguageLearning Strategies were significant predictors of expected course grade ( p = .00). The
standardized beta coefficient (/3) of the five predictors indicated their order of importance

in explaining expected course grade. Motivational Intensity was the most important
predictor

(1 = 3.89,

p

=

.000, P

=

.32) of expected course grades. The amount of years

spent studying the language (t =3.18, p

=

,002, P

=

.19) was the second most important

predictor of expected course grade. The third predictor of expected course grade was
.02 1, P

=

.19). The next two

predictors had inverse relationships with expected course grade.

The first inverse

Attitudes Toward Learning the Langzlage (t = 2.32, p

=

relationship was the respondents' grade level. As the grade level decreased (t = -2.65, p
=

.009, p

=

-.17) the reported expected course grades increased.

The second inverse

relationship that was an important predictor of expected course grade was Affective
Language-Learning Strategies (t

=

-2.47, p

=

.014,

=

-.16).

The less Afjrective

Language-Learning Strategies used, the higher the expected course grades. Based on
these results HI was partially supported and somewhat consistent with other studies. It
has been stated that highly motivated learners use more language-learning strategies
(Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green 1995).
Language learners with a higher frequency of language-learning strategy use are said to
be good students, measured by grade point average (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; El-Dib,
2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green 1995; Shmais, 2003; Tercanlioglu,
2004; Wenden, 1999). This study is consistent with the aforementioned studies in terms
of the importance of the sub-scales of the Motivation construct on expected course grade.
Reports from a study by El-Dib (2004) indicated a tendency among the least proficient
students to use Afective Language-Learning Strategies in order to help deal with tension
related to learning a foreign language (El-Dib, 2004).

Hypothesis 2: The Order of Importance of Language-Learning Strategies in Predicting
the Expected Course Grade of English-Speaking College Students Learning a
Romance Language

The goal of this hypothesis was to test whether the hypothesized order of
importance of the six language-learning strategies in predicting the expected course grade
of English-speaking college students studying a romance language did in fact reflect the
actual relative importance of each of the strategies in predicting expected course grade.
The enter method was used with each strategy entered hierarchically into a separate block
in the hypothesized order. Using this method produced six models, with an additional
strategy being added until all six were included in model 6. All of the models produced
had significant F values, and the t statistic for both was significant for the constant.
Model 6 (F = 9.85, p

=

.000) was selected as the best explanatory model for predicting

expected course grades according to the order of language learning strategy. Results of
the regression analyses showed H2 was partially supported because only Metacognitive
and Affective Language-Learning Strategies were explanatory variables of expected
course grade, while Social, Cognitive, Memory, and Compensation Language-Learning

Strategies were included in the model but were not significant.

This is partially

consistent with studies that viewed Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies as
explanatory variable of expected course grade or language proficiency (Chamot &
O'Malley, 1990; El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green 1995;
Shmais, 2003; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Wenden, 1999). However, the results were somewhat
in contrast to Shmais (2003) that found students with high proficiency levels (those
whose averages were more that 80%, the juniors, and those whose self efficacy was very

good used more Cognitive Language-Learning Strategies than less proficient students.
Although Shmais and other studies have revealed the importance of Cognitive and
Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies to language-learning achievement, Shmais'
study also showed that the less proficient students used ASfective Language-Learning
Strategies.
Hypotlzesis 3: Differences in tlze Frequency of Use of Language-Learning Strategies
Between Male and Female Englislz-Speaking College Students Learning
a Romance Language
Seven independent samples t-tests were conducted to test whether female Englishspeaking college students learning a romance language had significantly higher
frequencies of use of language-learning strategies (total SILL score and each individual
strategy) than their male counterparts. H3 was supported for all strategy types except
Compensation and Affective Language-Learning Strategies.

According to Shmais

(2003), the effects of gender and proficiency on strategy use appear to be inconsistent
with other studies, since the Shmais study indicated no significant differences, while
others had found significant differences (Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green, 1995, Khalil,
2005). Factors related to gender differences remained the most inconsistent and illusive
(El-Dib, 2004; Tercanlioglu, 2004).

In a previous study conducted by El-Dib no

significant differences between males and females were found among the six categories
of the SILL. However, El-Dib (2004) found males used factor one (active naturalistic
language) significantly more than females. Females were found to use factor three
(cognitive-compensatory) and factor five (repetition-revision strategies) significantly

more than males (El-Dib, 2004). Thus, females used certain language-learning strategies
more frequently then males (El-Dib, 2004; Tercanlioglu, 2004).
Practical Implications

1 This study contributes to scholarly knowledge about motivation, languagelearning strategies and second language acquisition.

Knowledge about the

relationship between motivation, language-learning strategies, and course
performance of English-speaking college students learning a romance language
may have practical implications for the language-learning classroon~.
2. The results from this study can assist with the implementation of languagelearning strategies in the form of professional development for language teachers,
professors, and other instructional staff within the secondary education level.
3. This study may further awareness and use of students' language-learning strategy
in the language-learning classroom.
4. Knowledge about the relationship between motivation, language-learning
strategies, and course performance of English-speaking college students learning
a romance language would also encourage the teaching of language-learning
strategies and the creation of external motivational techniques to assist students
with the language-acquisition process.

5. There can be explicit teaching of language-learning strategies in the classroom
with the implementation of a motivation or personality type indicator to give
students some control over their learning process in the foreign language
classroom.

Conclusions

The socio-educational second language acquisition (SLA) model by Krashen
(1987) is comprised of five hypotheses that focus on how the comprehensible input of a
target language increases knowledge, thus increasing language acquisition. This model
contains components influenced by the motivation of the language learner (Krashen,
1987, 2004). Gardner's motivational model, composed of both integrativeness and
instrumental motivation, was based on Mowrer's (1 959) concept of identification, which
was used to explain a child's motivation to learn a parent's language (Ciardner, 1985,
2005). According to Bandura (1992) and other researchers, having access to appropriate
strategies is a component of motivation that leads the student to higher expectations of
learning success.
This shtdy analyzed the Motivation segment of the AMTB using responses from
the English-speaking college students learning a Romance language who were present
and voluntarily participated in the study. However, scores from the third sub-scale within
the Motivation construct suggested that females had better Attitudes Toward Learning the
Language than their male counterparts. The Motivation construct by Gardner (1985) has

been criticized as lacking the cognitive aspects of motivation, which have been shown to
positively contribute to the motivation of second language learners (Dornyei, 1990;
Pintricht, 2003). It is possible a component of motivation not measured in this study,
perceived self-efficacy, might also explain how students respond to the items pertaining
to their feelings, emotions, and attitudes towards learning a romance language (Bandura,
1992; Zimmerman, 1997). This would possibly make the scale a stronger construct for
measuring the motivation of English-speaking college students.

This study also found that the Motivational Intensity subscale was included in the
regression models as a strong predictor of the frequency of use of language-learning
strategies, making it an explanatory variable of language-learning strategy use.
Motivation has been shown in previous studies to be the most powerhl influence on the
selection and the frequency of use of language-learning strategies (Oxford & Nyikos,
1989). Although motivation has been shown to have an effect on the frequent use of
language-learning strategies, it was said not always to have been a predictor of second
language acquisition when culture is introduced as a variable (Rueda & Chen, 2005).
Oxford's (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learners (SILL) is based on
psychological differences, techniques, and skills chosen by students to learn a language,
and supports the proposition that "good language learners" use many language-learning
strategies. In this study, several of the SILL items did not correlate well with each other.
Some of the questions may be need to be rephrased, taking into consideration
technological advancements in language study, new methods of learning, students'
beliefs, and cultural tendencies. A factor renamed by Oxford (1995) called "Active
naturalistic language use" was the number one factor explaining the most variability in
the SILL (El-Dib, 2004). The findings in that study supported the assumption that social
context is probably the strongest variable influencing language learners to use certain
strategies more than others (El-Dib, 2004).
Sample size may have also affected the psychometric results of this study. Based
on a population size of 697, according to Gay and Airasian (2001), an adequate sample
size would be 248, but a sample size of 500 would be an even more confident sample
size. The data-producing sample of 255 in this study was on the low end of this

recommendation. Other studies with better correlations used larger sample sizes. For
example, Oxford and Nyikos (1989) surveyed 1,200 students in their study, and Khalil
(2005) surveyed 378 students. This limitation might explain the 14 corrected item-total

SILL correlations below .40 found in this study.
In this study the order of language-learning strategies was tested (Hypothesis 2)
to see if the predictive order of such strategies did in fact reflect the actual relative
importance of each of the strategies in predicting expected course grade. Results of the
hierarchical (enter method) multiple regression depicted that only Metacognitive and

Afective Language-Learning Strategies were explanatory variables of expected course
grade, while Social, Cognitive, Memov and Compensation Language-Learning

Strategies were included in the model but were not significant. While these findings seem
to appear contrary to previous research, findings were also partially supported by others.
Wenden (1999) found Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies as an explanatory
variable of "good" language learners with good grades in the target language, but
cautioned against overemphasizing the importance of Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies due to variables that may be suppressed or not present at the time of a study.
Oxford and Nyikos (1989) also found Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies to be
an important factor in the academic achievement of language-learners. Additionally, they
found females used Social strategies more than males.

In terms of the order of

importance of language-learning strategies, Affective strategies were seen last or next to
last, with Metacognitive strategies first, or Cognitive strategies first, depending on the
context of the sample and the study (Oxford & Crookall, 1989; Oxford & Erhman, 1989;
Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). Consistent with research, Metacognitive Language-Learning

Strategies was to be an explanatory variable of expected course grade (Bandura, 1989;
Chamot & O'Malley, 1990). Metacognitive Language-Learning Strategies, also seen as
a higher critical thinking skill, has been found to have a greater influence on languagelearning achievement than other strategies (Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Khalil, 2005;
Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Green; Wenden, 1999). Other studies have also found a
significant relationship between language-learning strategies and language-learning
proficiency (El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Green 1995; Oxford, 1990; Shmais,
2003; Wenden, 1999).
The suggestion that women use more language-learning strategies than men has
been continuously studied with different results. This study demonstrated that female
English-speaking college students have a higher frequency of use of language-learning
strategies than their male counterparts. Females had higher frequency of use of almost
every language-learning strategy except for Compensation and Affective Language-

Learning Strategies. Several studies have shown significant differences in overall
strategy use between genders. One study found women exhibited greater frequency of
overall strategy use than did men (Khalil, 2005); another found men to exhibit greater
frequency use of strategies than did women (Tercanlioglu, 2004). Tercanlioglu attributed
these results to the culture of a male-dominated Turkish society, and the possible effect of
lower self-esteem among female students on reported strategy use. Some other studies
proposed that culture might contribute to the types of strategies favored by men or
women (El-Dib, 2004; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). Still other studies found inconsistencies
or no significant differences between genders (El-Dib, 2004; Shmais, 2003). Oxford &
Nyikos (1989) found that women used different kinds of strategies and favored Social

Language-Learning Strategies more than men. Overall, in this study, Hypothesis 3 was

supported for the total SILL, and was partially consistent with other studies (El-Dib,
2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Erhman, 1995;
Oxford & Green, 1995; Wenden, 1999).

A proposition about demographic characteristics, language-learning experience,
motivation, and frequency of use of language-learning strategies (Memory, Cognitive,
Compensation, Metacognitive, A f e c ~ i v eand Social strategies) as explanatory variables

of expected course grade was tested as Hypothesis I in this study. Results in this study
demonstrated Attitudes Toward Learning the Language, years studying the language,
Motivational Intensity and Afective Language-Learning Strategies were significant

predictors of expected course grade. These results showed Hypothesis 1 was partially
supported, yet somewhat in contrast to research examining the relationship between these
variables and foreign language achievement (expected course grade or grade point
average) (Baker, 2001; Gardner, 1985; Gardner et a]., 1997; Oxford & Erhman, 1995).
The results also suggest that as Motivational Intensity increases, the frequency of
use of certain language-learning strategies increases, but that the effect occurs more in
females than in males. Findings indicated 86.7% of students reported B (3.0) or higher
for expected course grade. In terms of gender differences, the average female expected
course grade fell between a B+ and an A-, while the average expected course for males
was between a B and a B+. This suggests that women expected to perform better in their
romance language-learning classroom than the men did. These findings were consistent
with prior research which depicted women using more language-learning strategies than

men, thus performing better in their language-learning classroom (Oxford & Green,
1995; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1994).
Language-learning strategies and motivation have been identified as major
variables associated with second language acquisition (course performance or
proficiency) (Bandura, 1989; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990; Gardner, 1985; Gardner,
Masgoret, & Tremblay, 1997; Hashimoto, 2002; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 2000;
Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Wenden, 1999; Zimmerman, 1990). In this study differences
in expected course grade according to Motivation and Language-Leavning Stvategies
were not analyzed since both of these variables involved creating categories for ranges of
continuous scores. However multiple regression analysis with stepwise method revealed
that Motivational Intensity was a consistent explanatory variable and a significant
predictor for the total SILL, direct, indirect, and its individual strategies. These findings
appear to be consistent with research that mentions the influence of motivation on the
selection of language-learning strategies (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Oxford
& Green, 1995).

This study further demonstrated that duration of language study positively
affects learner's use of strategies (Khalil, 2005).

The opportunity to practice a wide

variety of strategies appropriate to the different instructional tasks and activities are part
of the L2 learning classroom experience (El-Dib, 2004; Khalil, 2005; Oxford, 1990;
Wenden, 1999). The results in this study also suggested that motivation is an essential
part of the frequency of use of language-learning strategies (Oxford, 1990). Certain
demographic characteristics do have an effect on the type of language-learning strategies
used by a language learner, such as gender (Oxford, 1990).

Overall, language

experience, motivation, and language-learning strategies are essential elements in the
second-language classroom of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language.

Limitations
1. This study looked only at the motivation, language-learning strategies, and course

performance of English-speaking college students learning a romance language.

2. The external validity of the study is limited and the findings cannot be generalized
to the overall population of English-speaking college students learning a romance
language.
3. This study was limited to English-speaking college students learning a romance
language in Northern Virginia at George Mason University. Students whose
primary language was not English were not included.

4. This study could not include all members of the targeted population because
accessibility to the targeted population was limited to members whose instructors
agreed to allow their students to participate in the study.

5. The final data-producing sample was self-selected, introducing a selection bias,
which represents a threat to external validity.
6. Relationships between variables were limited to what could be discovered using
multiple regression analyses. There may have been additional relationships
between demographic characteristics, language-learning experience, motivation,
and language-learning strategies.

Other methods of data analysis, such as

structural equation modeling, might have provided additional information about
the relationships between the variables in this study. Interviews would have also

been beneficial in depicting extrinsic and intrinsic motivational and languagelearning techniques not surveyed by the instruments but used by the students.
7. Analysis of new factors was limited to looking at the emergence of new factors.

There may be significant relationships between demographic characteristics,
language-learning experience, motivation, language-learning strategies, and the
new factors.
Recommendations for Future Study
1. The effects of demographic characteristics, language-learning experience,

motivation, and language-learning strategies on expected course grade can be
examined and compared between two universities, one private and the other
public, to see if significant differences exist between the different learning
environments. The same study can be conducted as a comparative study to see
whether significant differences exist between romance and non-romance
languages.
2. This same study could be conducted as an experimental study with a control

group, to get the best possible significant explanatory variable for the frequency
of use of language-learning strategies and motivation.
3. It is recommended that future study examine whether or not demographic
characteristics, language-learning experience, and language-learning strategies are
explanatory variables of motivation.

4. Further analysis of each individual factor for the SILL and the Motivation
construct should be conducted.

5. This study should be conducted using the survey as a pre-test and post-test, testing
the consistency of the self-reported responses and expected course grade of
English-speaking college students learning a romance language.

6. In the future it is recommended that this study be done using a mixed method
approach to include interviewed explanations for language-learning strategy use
and motivation.
7. Further examination of the Affective Language-Learning Strategies is needed in

relationship to the types of anxiety and its effect on expected course grade.

8. Additionally, future study should examine how culture effects language learners'
integrative and instrumental motivation and their choice of language-learning
strategies.

The purpose of this study was to add to the knowledge about motivation,
language-learning strategies, and course performance among English-speaking college
students learning a Romance language. Chapter V discussed the results of analyses
related to answering the research questions and testing the hypotheses that flowed from
the research purposes of this study. Findings were interpreted in light of the review of
literature and review of instrumentation. Implications for theory and practice, as well as
the conclusions drawn from interpretations were also discussed. The limitations of the
study and recommendations for future study were addressed.

REFERENCES
Alcon, E. (1998). Input and input processing in second language acquisition. IRAL,
International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching. Heidelberg:
[Electronic Version] Retrieved on from 12/17/03 Proquest Data base
Anderson, J. R. (1983). The Avchitecture of Cognition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.
Arroyo, Nisbet, & Tindall, (2005). Language learning strategies and English proficiency
of Chinese university students. Foreign Language Annals, 38,1, p100-107.
Author. (2002). Ethnologue: Languages of the world ( 1 4 ' ~ed). SIL International, Dallas,
TX: [Electronic version] Retrieved on 11/20/2003 from
http:l/www.ethonologue.con~

Author, (2003): Life Long Learning Policy Development, Titled: Working Groups on
Basic Skills, Foreign Language Teaching and Entrepreneurship. (you need only 2
spaces not 3) European Education Commission.
Baillie, A. J. (1997). Step 8: Excluding items with low item-total correlation. Retrieved
April 29,2007 from http://www.ocs.mq.edu.au/-abaillie/node28,html
Bandura A. & Walters RH (1963) Social Learning and Personality Development. New
York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.
Bandura A. (1986) Social Foundations of Thoughts and Action: A Social Cognitive
Theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall
Bandura A. (1989) Social Cognitive Theory. IN: Annals of ChildDevelopment (Vol6, pl60. (Vasta R., ed). Greenwich, CT: Jai Press LTD.

Bandura A. (1991). Self-Regulation of Motivation Through Anticipatory and Self
Reactive Mechanisms.

In R.A. Diensbier (Ed.), Perspective on motivation:

Nebraska symposium on motivation (Vo1.38, pp. 69-164). Retrieved March 27,
2004, from l~ttp:/lwww.des.einory.edu/mfp/Banduara
1991Nebraska
Beck, S. W. & Olah, L. N. (2001). Perspective on language and literacy. Beyond the
here and now. Cambridge, M A : Harvard Educational Publishing Group.
Biehler & Snowman, (1997). Psychology Applied of Teaching, (8'h addition), Houghton
Mifflin: [Electronic version] Retrieved on 06/24/2007
fromhttp://college.cengage.com/educationlpbl/tc/motivate.html

Boren, L. D. (1991). The National Security Education Act. The National Security
Education Program (NSEP) website. [Electronic version] Retrieved on 1/16/03
from http://www.iie.orglprogran1s/nseplnsep11ome.l1tm#overview
Brecht, D.R. (2000). Language, National Security, and The Academic Sector:
Recommendations for Federal Action. [Electronic Version] National Foreign
Language Center (1VFLC) policy

issues.

Retrieved on 1/15/03 from

htt~://www.nflc.org
Brecht, D. R., Davidson, & Ginsberg, R. (1993). Predictors of Foreign Language Gain
During Study Abroad. The National Foreign Language Center, Occasional
Papers, 17,20. Washington, D.C.
Brecht, D. R. and Rivers, W. (2000). The Crisis in the United States: Language, National
Security, and the Federal Role. National Foreign Language Center (NFLC).
Washington D.C.
Bremner, S. (1999). Language learning strategies and language proficiency:

investigating the relationship in Hong Kong. [Electronic version] Canadian

Modern Language Review, 55, 4, 1-17. Retrieved on 5/14/2004 from

http://~~~.~tpi0umal~.comiproductlcmlr/554/554-Brem1~er.html
Brimley, V. Jr. & Garfield, R.R. (2002). The Economics of Education. Amis Burvikovs
(Ed), Financing Education in a Climate of Change (8th ed.) (pp. 1-29). Boston,
MA: Pearson Education.
Brod, R. and Welles, E. (2000). Foreign Language Enrollments in United States
Institutions of Higher Education, Fall 1998. ADFL Bulletin 31,2, p 22-29
Center for Teaching Excellence (2007). American University. [Electronic version].
Retrieved on 7/26/07 from

http://www.american.edu/academic.deptslprovostiteachingcenter/aftclaftc07.l~tm
Chamot, U. A. & Kupper, L. (1989). Learning Strategies in Foreign Language
Instruction. Foreign Language Annals. Vol. 22 Issue 1 p. 13-24
Chamot & O'Malley(1994). The CALLA Handbook. Implementing the Cognitive

Academic Language Learning Approach. New York, NY: Addison-Wesley
Publishing
Chomsky N. (1986). ). Knowledge of language, pg. 17-29, New York, NY: Praeger

Publishers.
Chen, S. C.

(2002).

Self-regulated learning strategies and achievement in an

introduction to information systems course. Information Technology, Learning

and Pevfonnance Journal.
Proquest Database.

[Electronic version] Retrieved on 12/20/03 from

Cohen, A.D. (1990). "Language learning: Insights for learners, teachers, and researchers."
Boston: Heinle & Heinle
Cook, V. J. (2003). Krashen's Input Hypothesis Model of L2 learning. [Electronic
version] Retrieved 12/5/2003 from
http://homepage.ntlworld.com/vivian.c/SLA/Kras11en.htm

Dornyei, Z. (2005). The Psychology of the Language learner: Individual Differences in
Second Language Acquisition. Mahwah, NJ.: Erlbaum
Dornyei, Z. (1 990). Conceptualizing motivation in foreign language learning. Language
Learning, 40,4578.

Dornyei, Z. (1 994). Understanding L2 motivation: On with the challenge. The Modern
Language Journal, 78,5 15-523.

Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, (2004). Making Content Comprehensiblefor English
Learners: The SIOP Model (Second Edition). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and

Bacon.
El-Dib, M.A.B. (2004). Language learning strategies in Kuwait: Links to gender,
language level, and culture in a hybrid context. Foreign Language Annals. Vol.
37 Issue 1 p. 85 - 95
Ellis, R. (1985). Teacher-pupil interaction in second-language development. (eds.) Gass,
S. & Madden, C, 1985 Input in second language acquisition. Newbury House,

Rowley, Mass.
Ellis, A. (1985). The production of spoken words. In A. Ellis (ed.), Progress in the
psychology of language. NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Ass.

Ellis, R. (1 994). Understanding second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.
Erhman, M. & Oxford, R. (1990). Adult Language Learning Styles and Strategies in an
Intensive Training Setting. The Modern Language Journal. Vol 74,pg 310-327
Ehrman, M. & R, Oxford. (1989). Effects of gender differences, career choice, and
psychological type on adult language learning strategies. Modern Language
Journal, 73(1), 1-13.
Fairfax County Public School Department of Instruction Office of Curriculum. (1991).
Introduction to foreign language Spanish. Fairfax, VA: Fairfax County School
Board.
Felder, R. & Henriques, E.(1995). Learning and Teaching Styles In Foreign and
Second Language Education. Foreign Language Annals, 28, No 1, pp. 21-31.
Field, A. (2005). Discovering statistics using SPSS (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications Inc.
Fisher, D., Frey, N. & Williams, D. (2002). Seven literacy strategies that work.
Educational Leadership, November, pp. 70-73.
Gardner, R. C. (1985). Social psychology and second language learning: The role of
attitudes and motivation. London: Edward Arnold.
Gardner, R. C. & Tremblay (1994). On motivation, research agendas, and theoretical
frameworks. The Modern Language Journals, 78, iii, pp. 359-368.
Gardner, R.C., Tremblay & Masgoret, (1997). Towards a full model of second language
learning: an empirical investigation. [Electronic version] .The Modern Language
Journal, 81, iii, 344-362. Retrieved 0311 9/04.

Gardner, R. C. (2005). Motivation and second language acquisition. University of
Western Ontario, pp. 1-20. [Electronic version]. Retrieved on 9/30/07 from
http://publisli.uwo.ca/-pardner/docs/SPAINTALK.pdf
Garson, G. D. (2007). Reliability analysis. Retrieved April 15,2008 from

htt~~://www2.chass.ncs~i.edulparsoil/pa765/reliab.htm
Gass, M. S. (1997) Input, Interaction, and the Second Language Learner. New
Jersey, Lawrence Erlbaum and Associates.
Gay, L.R., & Airasian, P. (2000). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and
application (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill.
George Mason University (2007) Academic policies, University Catalog 2006-2007
[Electronic version] Retrieved on 6/25/07 from
http://.pmu.edulcatalo~lapolicies/index.html

George Mason University (2008) Factbook Admission 2007-2008, Financial Aide Office
Data Source [Electronic version] Retrieved on 9/08/08 from

htt~://irr.~mu.edu/factbooks/0708/FFactbook0708~Admission.pdf
George Mason University (2008). Institutional research & reporting. University
Reporting 2007-2008, [Electronic version] retrieved 1/16/09 from

http://irr.mu.edu/cds/cds new/sec action.cfm?vear-2007-08&sec -id=F
Green, J. & Oxford, R. (1995). A closer look at learning strategies, L2 proficiency, and
gender. TESOL Quarterly, 29,261-297.
Green, S. B. (1991). How many subjects does it take to do a regression analysis.
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 26(3), 499-5 10.

Griffith, C. (2003). Patterns of language learning strategy use. System, 31(3), 367383.
Hakuta, K. (1986). Mirror of Languages. New York, NY. Basic Books Inc.
Hakuta, K. & Cancino, H. (2001). Trends in Second Language Acquisition

.

Research: Perspectives on language and literacy. Beyond the here and now. MA:
Harvard Educational Review
Hashimoto, Y. (2002). Motivation and the willingness to communicate as predictors of
reported L2 use: The Japanese ESL Context. University of Hawaii. pp. 1-42
[Electronic

version].

Retrieved

on

9/28/07

from

www.hawaii.edulsls/uhwpesl/20(2)lHashimoto.pdf
Hsiao, T.Y & Oxford, R. L. (2002). Comparing theories of language learning strategies: a
confirmatory factor analysis. [Electronic version] The Modern Language Journal,
86,3, 368-383. Retrieved April 24,2007, from http://www.istor.org/
Khalil, A. (2005). Assessment of language learning strategies used by Palestinian EFL
learners. [Electronic version] Foreign Language Annals, 38, 108-1 19. Retrieved
Knowles, M. (1984). The adult learner: A neglected species. pp. 10-30. Houston, TX:
Gulf Publishing Company.
Krashen, D.S. & Terrell, D.T. (1983). The natural approach: Language acquisition in the
classroom. Hayward, CA: Alemany Press. p. 183
Krashen, S. (1982), Accounting for child-adult differences in second language rate and
attainment. In Krashen, S., Scarcella, R. & Long, M. (eds.) Child adult differences
in second language acquisition, pp. 202-26. Newbury House, Rowley, Mass.
Krashen. S.D. 1982 Principles and Practice in Second Language Acquisition, Pergamon

Krashen, S. D. 1985. The Input Hypothesis: Issues and implication. New York, Longman
Krashen, S. (1988). Second Language Acquisition and Second Language Learning.
Prentice Hall, International
Krashen, S. (2004). Eflective Second Language Acquisition (Conference). Hosted by
SDR, Orlando, FL 2/20/04
Lowry, C. M. (1989). Supporting and facilitating sey-directed learning. ERIC Digest,
93.

[Electronic

version].

Retrieved

on

05/13/04

from

1~ttp:llwww.ericdigests.orglpre-9213/self.htrn

MacIntyre, P., MacMaster, K., & Baker, S. C. (2001). The convergence of
multiple

models

of

motivation

Motivation and second language

for

second

acquisition, pp.

language
461-492.

leaners:
Honolulu,

HI: University of Hawaii Press.
Malone, M., Rifkin, B., Christian, D. & Johnson E. D. (2003). Attaining High
Levels of Proficiency: Challenges for Language Education in the United States.
Conference on Global Challenges and U.S. Higher Education. Duke University.
January 23-25,2003
Marsh, H. W., Hau K. T. & Kong, C. K. (2001). Late immersion and language of
instruction (English vs. Chinese) in Hong Kong high schools: Achievement
growth in language and non-language subjects. In: Beck, S. W., & Olah, L. N.
(Eds.), Perspectives on language and literacy: Beyond the here and now (pp.247287) .Cambridge, MA : Harvard Educational Review.
McDonough, K.S. (2001). Promoting Self-regulation in foreign language learners.

The Clearing House. Washington, D.C. [Electronic version] Retrieved on
11/24/03 from Proquest database.
McLaughlin, B (1995). Fostering Second language development in young children:
Principles and practices. National Center for Research on Cultural Diversity and

Second Language Learning. [Electronic version] Retrieved on 9/19/02 from
http://~~~.cal.or~/ericcll/digest/ncrcdso4.html
McLaughlin, B. (1992). Myths and Misconceptions about second language learning.
National Center for Research on Cultural Diversity and Second Language
Learning.

National Briefing on Language and National Security (2002).

[Electronic version] Retrieved from http://www.ndu.edu/nsep/
Middlebury College, (2004). The Robert L. Baker Summer Research Fellowship for
Second Language Acquisition in an Environment of Immersion.

Language

School Website. [Electronic version] Retrieved on 1/24/04.from

http://~~~.middlebury.edu/ls/fellowships/baker.htm
Mills, R. (2008). "It's just a nuisance": Improving colleges student reflective journal
writing.[Electronic version College Student Journal; 42,2; 684-690. Retrieved on
11/13/08 from Proquest Psychology Journals
Mocker, D. W., & Spear, G. E. (1982). Lifelong learning: Formal, nonformal, informal,
and self-directed. Columbus, Ohio: Eric Clearing House for Adult, Career, and
Vocational Education, Ohio State University.
Mundfrom, D. J., Shaw, D. G., & Ke, T. L. (2005). Minimum sample size
recommendations for conducting factor analyses. International Journal of Testing,
5(2), 159-16.

National Foreign Language Center University of Maryland (2004). A Call to Action for
National Foreign Language Capabilities- White Paper. The National Language

Conference [Electronic version] Retrieved on 6/28/2007 from
http:l/www.nlconference.org/docs/Wl~ite
Paper.pdf

Northeast Association for Language Learning and Technology (NEALL) (2004).
Technology and the Foreign Language Curriculum: A Constantly Developing
Relationship. Language Resource Center, Princeton University. Conference &

[Electronic version] Retrieved on 2/15/04 from

ht~://~~~.~warthm~re.edu/Humanities/lanalablNEALLINEALL.html
Omaggio-Hadley, A. (2001). On learning a Language: Some theoretical
perspective. Teaching Language in Context (31d edition), p 5 1-81. Chicago, IL

Heinle & Heinle
Oxford, R. (1990). Indirect strategies for general management of learning. Language
Learning Strategies: What every teacher should know. Chptr #4 pg. 135-150. NY,
Newbury House
Oxford, R. (1990). Applying Indirect Strategies to thefour language skills. Language
Learning Strategies: What every teacher should know. Chpt #5 p. 151-181. NY,
Newbury House
Oxford, R. (1990b). "Language learning strategies: What every teacher should know."
Boston: Heinle & Heinle.
Oxford, R., & Burry-Stock, J. A. (1995). Assessing the use of language learning
strategies worldwide with the ESLIEFL version of the strategy inventory for
language learning (SILL). System, 23(1), 1-23.

Oxford, R. & Carpenter, H. (1999). Autonomy in Language Learning. Language
Learners of Tomorrow: Process and Promise. In M. A. Kassen (Ed). IL, National
Textbook Co.
Oxford, R.L., & Crookall, D. (1989). Research on language learning strategies: Methods,
findings, and instructional issues. [Electronic version] The Modern Language
Journal, 73,404-419.
Oxford, R & Nyikos, M. (1989). Variables affecting choice of language learning
strategies by university students. The Modern Language Journal, 73,3, pp 291300.
Oxford, R & Shearin, J. (1994). Language learning motivation: Expanding the
theoretical framework. [Electronic version]. The Modern Language Journal,
78,12-28
O'Malley, M. J. & Chamot, U. A. (1990) Strategies Used by Second Language Learners.
Learning Strategies in Second Language Acquisition. Chpt 5 p. 114-150. New
York: Cambridge University Press
Onwuegbuzie, J. A,, Bailey, P. & Daley, E. C. (2000). Cognitive, Affective, Personality,
and Demographic Predictors of Foreign-Language Achievement. The Journal of
Educational Research. Vol. 94(No. I) pg. 1-15.
Pintrich P. R. & De Groot, V. E. (1990) Motivational and self-regulated learning
components of classroom academic performance.
Psychology, 82(1), pp. 33-50.

Journal of Educational

Pintrich P. R. (2003). A motivational science perspective on the role of students
motivation in learning and teaching contexts. Journal of Educational Psychology,

95, 667-686.
.

Pressley, M. (2000). What should comprehension instruction be the instruction of? In

M. L. Kamil, P. B. Mosenthal, P. D. Pearson, &R. Barr (Eds.), Handbookof
reading research (Vol. 3, pp. 545-561). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Pufahl, I., Rhodes, N. & Christian, D. (2000). Foreign language teaching, what the
United States can learn from other countries. Centerfov Applied Linguistics
[Electronic version] Retrieved on 9/19/02 from
http:l/www.cal.or.glericcll/digest/O106pufahl.html

Romando, R. (2007). Define Motivation. [E-articles and journals, electronic version]
retrieved 07/20/2007 from http://ezinearticles.conl/?expert=Richard Romando
Rueda & Chen (2005). Assessing motivational factors in foreign language learning:
Cultural variation in key constructs. Educational Assessment, 10(3), 209-229.
Schleppegrell, M. (1987). The Older Language Learner. NTFL. ERIC Clearinghouse on
Languages and Linguistics, (Doc. # ED287313 Sep 87) [Electronic version]
Retrieved on 1/22/04 from http://www.ntlf.com/html/lib/bib/87-9dig.htm
Schuz, R. (2002). Vygotsky & Language Acquisition. [Electronic version] Retrieved on
12/5/03 from http://www.sk.com.br/sk-vy.got.htm1
Shearer, B.A., Ruddell, M. R. & Vogt, M.E. (2001). Successful middle school
intervention: Negotiated strategies and individual choices. National Reading
Conference Yearbookc, 50, p 558-571
SIL, International, (1999). The ILR (FSI) Foreign Language Projciency Scale.

[Electronic version]. Retrieved on 5/03/04 from
l~ttp://www.sil.org/lingualinks/languageleaming/~nangngyrlngglnmgprgdtheilrfs

iproficiencyscale.htn~
SIL, International, (2002). Language Learning. [Electronic version]. Retrieved on
12/20/03 from http:/lwww.sil.org/
Slater, W.H., & Horstn~an,F. R., (2002). Teaching reading and writing to struggling
middle school and high school students: The case for reciprocal teaching.
Preventing schoolfirilz~re(46), 4, 163- 167.
Tercanlioglu, L. (2004). Exploring gender effect on adult foreign language learning
strategies. Issues In Educational Research, 14(2), 181-193. [Electronic version].
Retrieved on 09/03/2008 from http:llwww.iier.org.au/iierl4/tercanlioglu.html
The State of Foreign Language Capabilities in National Security and the Federal
Government: Hearing before the International Security, Proliferation and Federal
Services Subcommittee, and the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs
1 0 6 ' ~ Cong. 2 (2001). [Electronic Version] Retrieved on 6120103 from
http:/lww.fas.org/irp/congress/2000 11rIhr 091400.html

Trochim, W. M. K.

(2006).

External validity.

Retrieved August 17, 2005 from

http://ww.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/measval.htm
UNESCO (2003). Education in a Multilingual World. Education Position paper.
[Electronic version] Retrieved on 6/20103 from http://portal.unesco.orn/education/
United States Department of Labor. (2007). Buveau ofLabor and Statistics. [Electronic
version]. Retrieved on 7/26/07 from: l~ttp://ww.bls.gov/bls/demographics.htm
United States Census Bureau (2007). American community survey, 2005,2006 and 2007.

Retrieved on September 17,2007, from

http://w~.cen~u~.govlacs/wwwlUseDatahOO6cl1an~es.html
United States Network for Education (2007). United States Network for Edz~cafion
Information.

Retrieved

on

September

21,

2007

from

http://~~~.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ous/ii~te~~ationallus~~ei/edlite-index.html
United States General Accounting Office (2002). Foreign Languages, Human Capital
Approach Needed to Correct Stafing and Proficiency Shortfalls. (No.GAO-02375). Washington, DC: Author.
United States General Accounting Office (2006).

Staffing and Foreign Language

Shortfalls Pevsist Despite Initiatives to Address Gaps.. (No.GA0-06-894).
Washington, DC: Author

[Electronic version] Retrieved 6/1/07 from

http://w~.gao.gov/new.items/d06894.pdf

Wenden, A. L (1999). Developing Autonomous Learners: New Role for Second
Language Teachers in the 21" Century.

In M. A. Kassen (Ed). Language

Learners of Tomorrow: Process and Promise. IL, National Textbook Co.
Woodrow, L. (2005). The Challenge of Measuring Language-Learning Strategies.
Foreign Language Annals. 38, 1, p. 90-99.
Zimmerman, B.J. (1995). Self-efficacy and educational development. In Bandura (Ed.),
Self-efJicacy in changing societies (pp. 202-231). New York: Cambridge
University Press
Zimmerman, B.J. & Risenberg, R. (1997).

Self-regulatory dimensions of academic

learning and motivation. In G.D. Phye (Ed), Handbook of academic learning:
Construction of knowledge (pp. 105-125). San Diego, CA: Academic Press

Zimmerman, B. J. (1990).

Self-regulated learning and academic achievement: An

overview. Educational Psychologist, 25,3-17.

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Anderson, J. R. (1983). The Architecture of Cognition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press (add period)
American Psychological Association. (2001). Publication manual oJ the American
Psychological Association. (5"' ed.). Washington, DC: Author.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. New York: W.H. Freeman
and Co.
Brimley, V. Jr. & Garfield, R.R. (2002). The Economics ofEducation. Financing
Education in a Climate of Change (8th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education
CAL overview of Foreign Language Education in U.S.(1996).
Chamot & O'Malley(1994). The CALLA Handbook. Implementing the Cognitive
Academic Language Learning Approach. New York, NY: Addison-Wesley

Publishing.
Chomsky, N. (1986). Knowledge of language: Its Nature, Origins, and Use
(Convergence). New York, NY: Praeger Publishers.
Ellis, R. (1985). Teacher-pupil interaction in second-language development. (eds.) Gass,
S. & Madden, C, 1985 Input in second language acquisition. Newbury House,
Rowley, Mass.
Ellis, R. (1985). Understanding Second Language Acquisition. Oxford University Press
Ellis, A. (1985). The production of spoken words. In A. Ellis (ed.), Progress in the
psychology of language. 2 volumes. Hillsdale NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Ass.
European Education Commission (2003). Working Groups on Basic Skills, Foreign

Language Teaching and Entrepreneurship. Life Long Learning Policy
Development. [Electronic version] Retrieved on 7120103 from
http://~~~.efvet.orgldocu~nents/EU/2ndreport

Horowitz, E. & Young, D. 1991. Language Learning Anxiety: from Theory and Research
to Classroom Implications. Englewood Cliffs, NJ.: Prentice Hall.
Gass, M. S. (1997). Input, Interaction, and the Second Language Learner. New
Jersey, Lawrence Erlbaum and Associates.
Gibson SK. (2004). Social Learning (Cognitive) Theory and Implications for Human
Resources Development. Advances in Developing Human Resources. No 2 V0l.6
May 2004, p 193-210. (Sage Publications)
Imel, S. (2002). Metacognitive Skills for Adult Learning. ERIC: Clearinghouse on
Audlt, Career, and Vocational Education. No. 39 [Electronic version] Retrieved
on 1/25/04 at http:llwww.cete.org/acve/doc~en.asp
Knowles, M. (1984). The adult learner: A neglected species. Houston, TX: Gulf
Publishing Company
Krashen, D.S. & Terrell, D.T. (1983). The natural approach: Language acquisition in the
classroom. Hayward, CA: Alemany Press.
Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and Practice in Second Language Acquisition. Pergamon
Press, Oxford
Language Learners of Tomorrow: Process and Promise, (1999). North East Conference
Reports. Chicago, IL. National Textbook Co. in conjunction with the Northeast
Conference on the Teaching of Foreign Languages.
Montesquieu, (1964). Lettres Persanes. Paris, FR. Garnier-Flammarion

Oxford, R. (1990). Applying Indirect Strategies to the four language skills. Language
Learning Strategies: What every teacher should know. New York, Newbury
House
Zimmerman, B.J. & Risenberg, R. (1997). Self-regulatory dimensions of academic
learning and motivation. In G.D. Phye (Ed), Handbook of academic learning:
Construction of knowledge. San Diego, CA: Academic Press

Appendix A
Survey (Spanish Class Version)

Second Language Acquisition Survey (Spanish Class Version)
Part I: Demographic Characteristics
Instructions: Please fill in the blank or check the answer that best describes you.

1. Gender:

Male

Female

2. Age in years:

3. College Grade Level:

q

Freshman

q

q

4. College Major:

q

[7 Junior

Sophomore

Senior

Undecided

5. Race: Select the primary race you consider yourself to be.

White

O ~ l a c or
k African American

~sian

American Indian or Alaska Native

q

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

6. Ethnicity

q

Hispanic or Latino

q

Not Hispanic or Latino

Part 11: Language Learning Experience and Expected Course Grade
Instructions: Please fill in the blank or place a check or an x next to the answer that
best applies to you. .

1. What is your primary language?
2. How many languages do you speak in addition to your primary language?
(Ifyou speak only one language, the answer should be zero (0). Ifyou speak two
languages the answer should be one (I), etc.).
3. How many years have you studied (insert romance language)?

years

4. What is your expected course grade in this course?
A or A+ (4.0)

q A- (3.67) q B+ (3.33)

q B (3.0)

B- (2.67)

C+ (2.33)

q C (2.0)

q D (1.0)

F (0.0)

q C- (1.67)

Part 111: Motivation
Instructions: Please answer the following items by circling the answer that best applies to you. Please do
not spend too much time thinking about the answer, yet, do not be careless, as it is important that we obtain
your true feelings.

1. 1 actively think about what I have learning in my Spanish class:
a) very frequently
b) hardly ever.
C) once in a while.
2.

If Spanish were not taught in school, I would:
a) pick up Spanish in everyday situations (i.e. read Spanish books and newspaper, try to speak it
whenever possible, etc.)
b) not bother learning Spanish at all.
c) try to obtain lessons in Spanish somewhere else.

3.

When I have a problem understanding something we are learning in Spanish class, 1:
a) immediately ask the professor for help.
b) only seek help just before the exam.
c) just forget about it.

4.

When it comes to Spanish homework, I:
a) put some effort into it, but not as much as I could.
b) work very carefully, making sure I understand everything
c) just skim over it.

5 . Considering how I study Spanish, I'can honestly say that I:
a) do just enough work to get along
b) will pass on the basis of sheer luck or intelligence because I do very little work.
c) really try to learn Spanish
6.

If my professor wanted someone to do an extra Spanish assignment, I would:
a) definitely not volunteer.
b) definitely volunteer.
c) only do it if the professor asked me directly.

7.

After I get my Spanish assignment back, 1:
a) always rewrite them, correcting my mistakes.
b) just throw them in my desk and forget them.
c) look them over, but don't bother correcting mistakes.

8. When I am in Spanish class, I:
a) volunteer answers as much as possible.
b) answer only the easier questions.
c) never say anything.
9. If there were a local Spanish T.V. station I would:
a) listen to the music, paying attention only to the easy words.
b) listen carefully and try to understand all the words.
c) change the station.
10. When I hear a Spanish song on the radio, I:
a) listen to the music, paying attention only to the easy words.
b) listen carefully and try to understand all the words.
c) change the station

I 1. During Spanish class, I would like:
a) to have a combination of Spanish and English spoken.
b) to have as much English as possible spoken.
c) to have only Spanish spoken

to speak Spanish outside of school, I would:
12. If I had the opport~~nity
a) never speak it
b) speak Spanish most of the time, using English only if really necessary.
c) speak it occasionally, using English whenever possible.
13. Compared to my other courses, I like Spanish:
a) the most.
b) the same as all the others
c) least of all.
14. If
a)
b)
c)

there were a Spanish club in my school, I would:
attend meeting once in a while.
be most interested in joining.
definitely not join.

15. If it were up to me whether or not to take Spanish, 1would:
a) would definitely take it.
b) would drop it.
C) don't know whether 1 would take it or not.

16. 1 find studying Spanish:
a) not interesting at all.
b) no more interesting that most subjects.
d) very interesting
17. If the opportunity arose and I knew enough Spanish, I would watch Spanish TV programs:
a) sometimes.
b) as often as possible.
C) never.
18. If I had the opportunity to see a Spanish play, I would:
a) go only if 1have nothing to do.
b) definitely go.
c) not go.
19. If there were Spanish-speaking families in my neighborhood, I would:
a) never speak Spanish to them.
b) speak Spanish with them sometimes.
c) speak Spanish with them as much as possible.

20. If I had the opportunity and knew enough Spanish, I would read Spanish magazines and
newspaper:
a) as often as I could.
b) never.
c) not very often.

Part 111: Motivation (Continued)
Instructions: Following are a number of statements with which some people agree and others disagree.
There are no right or wrong answers since many people have different opinion. Indicate your opinion about
each statement by marking the box that best reflects the degree to which you disagree or agree with the
statement.
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Learning Spanish
is really great.
2

1 really enjoy
learning Spanish

3

Spanish is an
important part of
the school
program.
I plan to learn as
much Spanish as
possible
l love learning
Spanish.

4

5
6

[7

Neutral1
No
opinion

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

I7

CI

I7

17

Strongly
Agree

17

I hate Spanish.

17
7

8

9

10

I would rather
spend my time on
subjects other that
Spanish.
Learning Spanish
is a waste of time
I think that
learning Spanish
is dull.
When I leave
school, T shall
give up the study
of Spanish
entirely because I
am not interested
in it.

I7

17

17

17

17

El
I7

Note. The scale is from Social psychology and second language learning: The role of attitudes and
motivation, by R. C. Gardner, 1985, London, England: Edward Arnold. Reprinted with permission of the
copyright holder.

Part IV: Language Learning Strategies
Instructions: You will find statements a b o ~ learning
~t
Spanish. Please read each statement and put an X in
the box that tells how true the statement is.
Answer in tenns of how well the statement describes you. Please do not answer how you think you should
be, or what other people do. There are not right o r wrong answers to these statements. This questionnaire
usually takes about 20 - 30 minutes to complete. I f you have any questions, let the teacher know
immediately.
Never or
almost
never true
of me

Usually
not true
of me

I think of relationships between
what I already know and new thing
I learn in Spanish.
I use new Spanish words in a
sentence so I can remember them.

1
2

3

I connect the sound of a new
Spanish word and an image or
picture of the word to help me
remember the word.

4

I remember a new Spanish word by
making a mental picture of a
situation in which the word mlght
be used.
I use rhymes to remember new
Spanish words.

5

I use flashcards to remember new
Spanish words.

6

8 1 review Spanish lessons often.

9

I remember new Spanish words or
phrases by remembering their
location on the page, on the board,
or on a street sign
10 I say or write Spanish words
several times.
11

I try to talk like native Spanish
speakers.

12

1 practice the sounds of Spanish.

17

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always or
almost
always true
of me

Never or
almost
never true
of me
13

I use the Spanish words I know
in different ways.

14

I start conversations in Spanish.

15

I watch Spanish language TV
shows spoken in Spanish or go to
movies spoken in Spanish.
I read for pleasure in Spanish

16
17

I write notes, messages, letters,
or reports in Spanish.

18

I first skim an Spanish passage
then go back and read carefi~lly.

19

I look for words in my own
language that are similar to new
words in Spanish .
I try to find patterns in Spanish

20

21

22

.

I find the meaning of an Spanish
word by dividing it into pasts that
I understand
I try not to translate word for
word

23

I make summaries of information
that I hear or read in Spanish

24

To understand unfamiliar
Spanish words, 1 make guesses.

25

When I can't think of a word
during a conversation in Spanish,
I use gestures
I make up new words if I do not
know the right ones in Spanish.

26
27

I read Spanish without looking
up every new word.

28

I try to guess what the other
person will say next in Spanish.

29

If I can't think of a Spanish
word, I use a word or phrase that
means the same thing.
I try to find as many ways as I
can to use my Spanish.

30

3 1 I notice my Spanish mistakes and
use that information to help me
do better.

Usually
not true
of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always or
almost
always true
of me

Never o r
almost
never true
of me
32

I pay attention when someone is
speaking Spanish.

33

1 try to find out how to be a
better learner of Spanish .

34

I plan my schedule so 1 will have
enough time to study Spanish.

35

I look for people I can talk to in
Spanish.

Usually
not true
of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always o r
almost
always true
of me

36 I look for oppormnities to read as
much as possible in Spanish.
37

I have clear goals for improving
my Spanish skills

38 I think about my progress in
learning Spanish.
39

I try to relax whenever I feel
afraid of using Spanish.

40

I encourage myself to speak
Spanish even when I am afraid of
making a mistake.
I give myself a reward or treat
when I do well in Spanish.

41
42

43
44

45

46
47

I notice if I am tense or nervous
when I am studying or using
Spanish.
I write down my feelings in a
language learning diary
I talk to someone else about how
I feel when I am learning
Spanish.
If I do not understand something
in Spanish I ask the other person
to slow down or say it again.
I ask Spanish speakers to correct
me when I talk.

' 0

17

I practice Spanish with other
students

48

I ask for help from Spanish
speakers

49

I ask questions in Spanish.

17

17

50 I try to learn about the culture of
Spanish speakers
--

-

Note. The scale is from Languagc learning strategies: what cvery teachcr should know, pp. 294 - 5 6 , version 7.0; by Rebecca
Oxford, 1990. Copyright 1990 by Heinlc & Heinle publishers. Rcprintcd with permission of copyright holder.

Appendix B
Survey (French Class Version)

Second Language Acquisition Survey (French Class Version)
Part I: Demographic Characteristics
Instructions: Please fill in the blank or check the answer that best describes you.

q

1. Gender:

Male

[7 Female

2. Age in years:
3. College Grade Level:

Freshman

q

Sophomore

q

Junior

Senior

17 Undecided

4. College Major:

5. Race: Select the primary race you consider yourself to be.

17

White

q

American Indian or Alaska Native

O ~ l a c or
k African American

U~sian

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
6. Ethnicity

Hispanic or Latino

Not Hispanic or Latino

Part 11: Language Learning Experience and Expected Course Grade
Instructions: Please fill in the blank or place a check or an x next to the answer that
best applies to you.

1. What is your primary language?
2. How many languages do you speak in addition to your primary language?
(Ifyou speak only one language, the answer should be zero (0). Ifyou speak two
languages the answer should be one (I), etc.).
3. How many years have you studied (insert romance language)?

years

4. What is your expected course grade in this course?

A or A+ (4.0)

A- (3.67)

q B+ (3.33)

B (3.0)

B- (2.67)

C+ (2.33)

C (2.0)

q C- (1.67)

D (1.0)

F (0.0)

Part 111: Motivation
Instructions: Please answer the following items by circling the answer that best applies to you. Please do
not spend too much time thinking about the answer, yet, do not be careless, as it is important that we obtain
your true feelings.

1. I actively think about what 1 have learning in my French class:
a) very frequently
b) hardly ever.
c) once in a while.

2. If French were not taught in school, 1 would:
a) pick up French in everyday situations (i.e. read French hooks and newspaper, try to speak it
whenever possible, etc.)
b) not bother learning French at all.
c) try to obtain lessons in French somewhere else.
3.

When I have a problem understanding something we are learning in French class, I:
a) immediately ask the professor for help.
b) only seek help just before the exam.
c) just forget about it.

4. When it comes to French homework, 1:
d) put some effort into it, but not as much as 1 could.
e) work very carefully, making sure I understand everything
f) just skim over it.
5.

Considering how I study French, 1 can honestly say that I:
d) do just enough work to get along
e) will pass on the basis of sheer luck or intelligence because I do very little work.
f) really try to learn French

6.

If my professor wanted someone to do an extra French assignment, I would:
d) definitely not volunteer.
e) definitely volunteer.
f) only do it if the professor asked me directly.

7.

After I get my French assignment back, I:
d) always rewrite them, correcting my mistakes.
e) just throw them in my desk and forget them.
f) look them over, but don't bother correcting mistakes.

8. When 1 am in French class, 1:
d) volunteer answers as much as possible.
e) answer only the easier questions.
f) never say anything.

9. If there were a local French T.V. station I would:
d) listen to the music, paying attention only to the easy words.
e) listen carefully and try to understand all the words.
f) change the station.
10. When I hear a French song on the radio, I:
a) listen to the music, paying attention only to the easy words.
b) listen carefully and try to understand all the words.

c) change the station
1 1. During French class, I w o ~ ~like:
ld
to
have
a
combination
of
French
and English spoken.
d)
to
have
as
much
English
as
possible
spoken.
e)
to
have
only
French
spoken
f)
12. If I had the opportunity to speak French outside of school, 1 would:
d) never speak it
e) speak French most of the time, using English only if really necessary.
f ) speak it occasionally, using English whenever possible.
13. Compared to my other courses, 1 like French:
d) the most.
e) the same as all the others
f) least of all.

14. If there were a French club in my school, I would:
e) attend meeting once in a while.
t) be most interested in joining.
g) definitely not join.

15. If it were up to me whether or not to take French, 1 would:
a) would definitely take it.
b) would drop it.
c) don't know whether I would take it or not.
16. I find studying French:
a) not interesting at all.
b) no more interesting that most subjects
h) very interesting
17. If the opportunity arose and I knew enough French, I would watch French TV
d) sometimes.
e) as often as possible.
f) never.

programs:

18. If I had the opportunity to see a French play, I would:
d) go only if l have nothing to do.
e) definitely go.
f) not go.
19. If there were French speaking families in my neighborhood, 1 would:
d) never speak French to them.
e) speak French with them sometimes.
f) speak French with them as much as possible.

20. If I had the opportunity and knew enough French, I would read French magazines and newspaper:
d) as often as I could.
e) never.
f) not very often.

Part 111: Motivation (Continued)
Instructions: Following are a number of statements with which some people agree and others disagree.
There are no right or wrong answers since many people have different opinion. lndicate your opiflion about
each statement by marking the box that best reflects the degree to which you disagree or agree with the
statement.
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

17

0

Slightly
Disagree

Neutral1
No
opinion

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

1 Learning French
is really great.

2

I really enjoy
learning French

3

French is an
important part of
the school
program.
4 1plan to learn as
much French as
possible
5 1 love learning
French.

6

[7

I hate French.

I would rather
spend my time
on subjects other
that French .
8 Learning French
is a waste of
time
9 I think that
learning French
is dull.
10 When I leave
school, 1shall
give up the study
of French
entirely because
I am not
interested in it.
7

17

Note. The scale is from Social psychology and second language learning: The role of attitzrdes and
motivation, by R. C. Gardner, 1985, London, England: Edward Arnold. Reprinted with permission of the
copyright holder.

Part IV: Language Learning Strategies
Instructions: You will find statements about learning French. Please read each statement and put an X in
the box that tells how true the statement is.
Answer in terms of how well the statement describes you. Please do not answer how you think you should
be, or what other people do. There are not right or wrong answers to these statements. This questionnaire
usually takes about 20 - 30 minutes to complete. If you have any questions, let the teacher know
immediately.
Never or
almost
never true
of me

Usually
not true
of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always or
almost
always true
of me

1 I think of relationships between
what 1 already know and new
thing I leam in French.
2 I use new French words in a
sentence so I can remember them.

3

4

5

1 connect the sound of a new
French word and an image or
picture of the word to help me
remember the word
I remember a new French word
by making a mental picture of a
situation in which the word might
be used.
I use rhymes to remember new
French words.

6

I use flashcards to remember new
French words.

7

I physically act out new French
words.

8 I review French lessons often

9 I remember new French words or
phrases by remembering their
location on the page, on the
board, or on a street sign
10 I say or write French words
several times.

II

I try to talk like native French
speakers.

12

I practice the sounds of French.

17

17'

17

Never or
almost
never true
of me

I use the French words I know in
different ways.
I start conversations in French

I watch French language TV
shows spoken in French or go to
movies spoken in French.
I read for pleasure in French
I write notes, messages, letters,
or reports in French.

I first skim an French passage
then go back and read carefully.
I look for words in my own
language that are similar to new
words in French .
I try to find patterns in French
1 find the meaning of an French
word by dividing it into parts that
I understand
I try not to translate word for
word

I make summaries of information
that I hear or read in French
To understand unfamiliar French
words, I make guesses.
When I can't think of a word
during a conversation in French,
I use gestures
I make up new words if I do not
know the right ones in French.
I read French without looking up
every new word.
I try to guess what the other
person will say next in French.
If I can't think of a French word,
I use a word or phrase that means
the same thing.
I try to find as many ways as I
can to use my French.

I notice my French mistakes and
use that information to help me
do better.

Usually
not true
of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always or
almost
always true
of me

Never o r
almost
never true
of me
32

I pay attention when someone is
speaking French.

Usually
not true
of me

Somewhat
true of m e

I7

17

Usually
true of me

Always o r
almost
always true
of me

I7

I7

17

33 1 try to find out how to be a
better learner of French .
34

I plan my schedule so I will have
enough time to study French.

35 I look for people I can talk to in
French.
36

I7

1 look for opportunities to read as
much as possible in French.

37 I have clear goals for improving
my French skills
38

I think about my progress in
learning French.

39

I try to relax whenever I feel
afraid of using French.

40

1 encourage myself to speak
French even when I am afraid of
making a mistake.

41

I give myself a reward or treat
when I do well in French.

42

I notice if I am tense or nervous
when I am studying or using
French.

43

I write down my feelings in a
language learning diary

44

17

17

17
17

1 talk to someone else about how

I feel when I am learning French.
45

If I do not understand something
in French I ask the other person
to slow down or say it again.

46

I ask French speakers to correct
me when I talk.

47

I practice French with other
students

17

I ask for help from French

48

speakers

49

I ask questions in French.

50

I try to learn about the culture of
French speakers

17
17

Nore. Thc scale is from Languagc learning strategics: what every tcacher should know, pp. 294 -296, vcrsion 7.0; by Rcbecca
Oxford, 1990. Copyright 1990 by Hcinle & Heinlc publishers. Reprinted with permission of copyright holder.

Appendix C
Survey (Italian Class Version)

Second Language Acquisition Survey (Italian Class Version)
Part I: Demographic Characteristics
Instructions: Please fill in the blank or check the answer that best describes you.

q

Male

1. Gender:

2. Age in years:

Female

-

3. College Grade Level:

Freshman

q

Sophomore

4. College Major:

q

q

Senior

Undecided

5. Race: Select the primary race you

White

Junior

consider yourself to be.

O ~ l a c or
k African American

O~sian

American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

6. Ethnicity

q

Hispanic or Latino

Not Hispanic or Latino

Part 11: Language Learning Experience and Expected Course Grade
Instructions: Please fill in the blank o r place a check o r an x next to the answer that
best applies to you.

1. What is your primary language?
2. How many languages do you speak in addition to your primary language?
(Vyou speak only one language, the answer should be zero (0). Ifyou speak two
languages the answer should be one (11, etc.).
3. How many years have you studied (insert romance language)?

years

4. What is your expected course grade in this course?

A or A+ (4.0)

q A- (3.67)

C+ (2.33)

q C (2.0)

B+ (3.33)

q C- (1.67)

B (3.0)

q B- (2.67)

q D (1.0) q F (0.0)

Part 111: Motivation
Instructions: Please answer the following itenls by circling the answer that best applies lo you. Please do
not spend too much time thinking about the answer, yet, do not be careless, as it is important that we obtain
your true feelings.
1.

1 actively think about what I have learning in my Italian class:
a) very frequently
b) hardly ever.
C) once in a while.

2.

If Italian were not taught in school, I would:
a) pick up Italian in everyday situations (i.e. read ltalian books and newspaper, try to speak it
whenever possible, etc.)
b) not bother learning Italian at all.
c) try to obtain lessons in Italian somewhere else.

3.

When I have a problem understanding something we are learning in ltalian class, 1:
a) immediately ask the professor for help.
b) only seek help just before the exam.
c) just forget about it.

4. When it comes to ltalian homework, I:
g) put some effort into it, but not as much as I could.
h) work very carefully, making sure 1 understand everything
i) just skim over it.
5.

Considering how I study Italian, I can honestly say that 1:
g) do just enough work to get along
h) will pass on the basis of sheer luck or intelligence because I do very little work
i) really try to learn ltalian

6 . If my professor wanted someone to do an extra Italian assignment, 1 would:
g) definitely not volunteer.
h) definitely volunteer.
i) only do it if the professor asked me directly.
7.

After I get my Italian assignment back, I:
g) always rewrite them, correcting my mistakes.
h) just throw them in my desk and forget them.
i) look them over, but don't bother correcting mistakes.

8. When I am in Italian class, I:
g) volunteer answers as much as possible.
h) answer only the easier questions.
i) never say anything.
9. If there were a local Italian T.V. station I would:
g) listen to the music, paying attention only to the easy words.
h) listen carefully and try to understand all the words.
i) change the station.
10. When I hear a Italian song on the radio, 1:
a) listen to the music, paying attention only to the easy words.
b) listen carefully and try to understand all the words.
c) change the station

11. During Italian class, 1 would like:
g) to have a combination of Italian and English spoken
h) to have as much English as possible spoken.
i) to have only Italian spoken
12. If 1 had the opportunity to speak Italian outside of school, I would:
g) never speak it
h) speak Italian most of the time, using English only if really necessary
i) speak it occasionally, using English whenever possible.

13. Compared to my other courses, I like Italian:
g) the most.
h) the same as all the others
i) least of all.
14. If
i)
j)
k)

there were a Italian club in my school, I would:
attend meeting once in a while.
be most interested in joining.
definitely not join.

15. If it were up to me whether or not to take Italian, I would:
a) would definitely take it.
b) would drop it.
c) don't know whether I would take it or not.

16. I find studying Italian:
a) not interesting at all.
b) no more interesting that most subjects.
1) very interesting
17. If the opportunity arose and I knew enough Italian, I would watch Italian TV
g) sometimes.
h) as often as possible.
i) never.

programs:

18. If I had the opportunity to see a Italian play, 1would:
g) go only if I have nothing to do.
h) definitely go.
i) not go.
19. If there were Italian speaking families in my neighborhood, I would:
g) never speak Italian to them.
h) speak Italian with them sometimes.
i) speak Italian with them as much as possible.

20. If I had the opportunity and knew enough Italian, I would read Italian magazines and newspaper:
g) as often as I could.
h) never.
i) not very often.

Part 111: Motivation (Continued)
Instructions: Following are a number of statements with which some people agree and others disagree.
There are no right or wrong answers since many people have different opinion. Indicate your opinion about
each statement by marking the box that best reflects the degree to which you disagree or agree with the
statement.
Strongly
Disagree

1

Learning Italian
is really great.

2

1 really enjoy
learning Italian.

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neutral1
No
Opinion

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

0

3

Italian is an
important part of
the school
program.
4 I plan to learn as
much Italian as
possible.
5 I love learning
Italian.

6

1 hate Italian.

7

1 would rather
spend my time
on subjects other
that Italian.
8 Learning Italian
is a waste of
time.
9 1 think that
learning Italian
is dull.
10 When I leave
school, I shall
give up the study
of Italian
entirely because
I am not
interested in it.

Note. The scale is from Social psychology and second language learning: The role of attitudes and
motivation, by R. C . Gardner, 1985, London, England: Edward Arnold. Reprinted with permission of the
copyright holder.

Part IV: Language Learning Strategies
Instructions: You will find statements about learning Italian. Please read each statement and put an X in
the box that tells how true the statement is.
Answer in tenns of how well the statement describes you. Please do not answer how you think you should
be, or what other people do. There are not right or wrong answers to these statements. This questionnaire
usually takes about 20 - 30 minutes to complete. If you have any questions, let the teacher know
immediately.
Never or
almost
never true
of me

1 1 think of relationships between
what 1 already know and new
thing 1 learn in Italian.
2 1 use new Italian words in a
sentence so I can remember
them.
3 1connect the sound of a new
Italian word and an image or
picture of the word to help me
remember the word.
4 I remember a new Italian word
by making a mental picture of a
situation in which the word
might be used.
5 1 use rhymes to remember new
Italian words.

6 1 use flashcards to remember
new Italian words.
7

I physically act out new Italian
words.

8 1 review Italian lessons often
9

I remember new Italian words
or phrases by remembering their
location on the page, on the
board, or on a street sign
10 I say or write Italian words
several times.
11 I try to talk like native Italian
speakers.
12 I practice the sounds of
Italian.

Usually
not true
of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always or
almost
always true
of me

Never o r
almost
never true
of me

13 I use the Italian words I know in
different ways.
14

1 start conversations in Italian

15 I watch Italian language TV
16
17

shows spoken in Italian or go to
movies spoken in Italian.
I read for pleasure in Italian
1 write notes, messages, letters,
or reports in Italian.

18 1 first skim an Italian passage
then go hack and read carefully.
19

20
21

22

1 look for words in my own
language that are similar to new
words in Italian.
I try to find patterns in Italian
I find the meaning of an Italian
word by dividing it into parts that
I understand
I try not to translate word for
word

23

1 make summaries of information
that I hear or read in Italian

24

To understand unfamiliar Italian
words, I make guesses.

25

When I can't think of a word
during a conversation in Italian, I
use gestures
I make up new words if I do not
know the right ones in Italian.

26
27

1 read Italian without looking up
every new word.

28

1 try to guess what the other
person will say next in Italian

29

If I can't think of a Italian word,
I use a word or phrase that means
the same thing.
1 try to find as many ways as I
can to use my Italian.

30
31

1 notice my Italian mistakes and
use that information to help me
do better.

Usually
not t r u e
of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always o r
almost
always true
of me

Never o r
almost
never true
of me

32

1 pay attention when someone is
speaking Italian.

33

1 try to find out how to be a
better learner of Italian.

Usually
not true
of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always o r
almost
always true
of me

34 I plan my schedule so I will have
enough time to study Italian.
35

I look for people I can talk to in
Italian.

36

I look for opportunities to read as
much as possible in Italian.

37

I have clear goals for improving
my Italian skills

38 I think about my progress in
learning Italian.
39

I try to relax whenever I feel
afraid of using Italian.

40

1 encourage myself to speak
Italian even when I am afraid of
making a mistake.
1 give myself a reward or treat
when I do well in Italian.

41

42

43

1 notice if I am tense or nervous
when I am studying or using
Italian.
I write down my feelings in a
language learning diary

44

I talk to someone else about how
I feel when I am learning Italian.

45

If I do not understand something
in Italian I ask the other person
to slow down or say it again.

46 I ask Italian speakers to correct
me when I talk.

47

I practice Italian with other
students

48

I ask for help from Italian
speakers

49

I ask questions in Italian

50 I try to learn about the culture of
Italian speakers
Note. The scale is from Languagc lcaming stratcgics: what cvcry lcachcr should know, pp. 294 -296, version 7.0; by Rebecca
Oxford, 1990. Copyright 1990 by Hcinlc & Heinle publishers. Rcprintcd with pcmission of copyrighi holdcr.

337

Appendix D
Permission to Use Instrumentation

--

.

-

.

.

.

.

-...--

.,;T.

Norton'

c+ RepiypJ Repty to ali,

]@YOU

.

g ~olward/

\--

3 143g,

Xj O

-? ;t

-.-.

..

-.. .
....-

."'

/ Help

- -

fonvarded thls messageon 10/12/20079 54 PM.

From
To.

R.C. Gardner

Kathe Hemens

cc'
Subject:
Attachments:

Re' Permawn for Mobvatan sub-scale usage
-

-

-

-

-

-

Dear Kathia flernens
Yes, you have my permission to use and adapt where necessary the
Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn the Language, and Attitudes
Toward Learning the Language scales from the PNTB, with the conditions
you describe in your letter. I recommend, however, that you compute
Cronbach reliability of the individual scales in your data to determine
whether the internal consistency reliability of the scales is
maintained. If the reliability is compromised, this could have an
influence on the validity of the scales.
You mlght also want to look at my webpage (see address i n my
flle below). There are some artlcles there that might be of
Moreover, there 1s another verslon of the IlMTB that 1 have
use to ycu
used In a number of international studles. These Items are also
available to you with the cond~tonsyou describe.
signature

Good luck with your research. It sounds like an interesting
investigation. I don't know whether you would have access to it, but we
conducted a study contrasting self-instruction with traditional language
learning, and used the AMTB. The article is:
Gardner, R . C., Ginsberg, R. E. 6 Smythe, P.C. (1976). Attitude and
motivation in second-language learning: Course related changes. The
Canadian Modern Language Review, 32, 243-266.
There \?ere a number of analyses, but to me the most interest-ng
findrngs involved the interaction between the control group (those in
the regular classes) vs the self-instructed students and pre-test and
post-test scores on three variables. On the three measures of attitudes
toward lfarnlng French, Behavloural Intention to wlthdraw from the
French program, and ratlngs of how Inspired the French teacher was, the
two groups were comparable on the pre-test, but on the post-test, there
was a much greater aecllne in attitudes toward learnlng French, an
increased intention to urthdraw from the study, and a greater decline in
ratlngs of teacher lnsplration in the Control group than In the
self-lnstreuction group.
One limitation in the study was that students
had the choice of opting for the type of class they registered ;n, so
these effects cou.ld reflect other self-selection characteristics as
well as the effects of the programs.

I hope this information is of use to you.
Sincerely, R.C. Gardner
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dissertatior.
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dissertatioc.
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printed with permission from the Modern tangcage j o u r n a l , published by Na:ionzl Fedaration of nodem Language ?eeactiers Psssclatione IMzdlsoi, MI, 1537, pp.
341-3631. copyright Uciversity of Wisconsin ?:ess.
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Sincerely,

Rebecca Oxford

Rebecca L. Oxford

Ci~h~e~sih~o~dfal~/ar?dDisfine2rish@dScilo/~r-T~ac~lel;
1006-2007
.
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M y name is Kathiv Flemens. I am a doctoral candidate in a P l D progranl at L:nn University in Boca Raton Florida. hl!, nlajor is in Global Leadersllip, \i.ith a syecialization in Education. My
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This is a request for permission to use the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SLLL). Upon completiot~.ProQuest lnformatiolt and Learning. \vho ma). supply copies of tlte dissertation on demand
and may make tlte dissertation accessible in electronic fonnnts, will publish my dissertation.

The SILL scale was present in tlts Lan-gage learning strategies: What every teacher should know, published by Bostan: Heinle & Heinle, Thompson International (Oxford: 1990; pi, 283-291)
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Thank you for your time mtd consideration in this matter and I look forward to your t.epIg.
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